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Memorandum

Date: September 9, 2005

Subject: Industri-plex OU-2: Woburn Conservation Commission
Question

From: Joseph LeMay, RPM 'i"F L

To: File/ IP OU-2 Administrative Record

In July 2005, EPA received a telephone message from Ms. Theresa Murphy,
Woburn Conservation Commission. Ms. Murphy understands that EPA has
identified contamination in the Aberjona River, and asked the following question:

She was informed that a business in Woburn may be withdrawing surface water
from the Aberjona River to presumably use in its commercial products such as
hydro-seeding mixtures. If surface water were being withdrawn from the river,
then what would EPA’s position be on the matter, and does it violate any federal
laws?
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Mr. Joseph LeMay
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region 1

1 Congress Street

Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114-2003

Subject:

Draft Final MSGRP Remedial Investigation Report Industri-Plex Site/Wells G&H
Draft Final Feasibility Study:Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study June 30 2005
Proposed Plan Industri-Plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (including Wells G

& H Operable Unit 3) Woburn, MA

Dear Mr. LeMay:
The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. 1s requesting an extension to the 30-day comment

period for the Draft Final Feasibility Study: MSGRP Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
study issued on June 30, 2005 as well as the Proposed Plan listed above.

The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. was awarded a double Technical Assistant Grant
from the EPA in the amount of $100,000. ASC is an organization of six community
groups: Woburn Neighborhood Association, Inc., Mystic River Watershed Association,
Friends of the Upper Mystic Lake, Concerned Citizens Network, Woburn Residents
Environmental Network and Medford Boat Club retg)resenti ng over 225,000 residents who

are affected by the Aberjona Watershed from the 7" Congressional District.

The EPA 30-day comment period from July 1, 2005 through August 1, 2005 is
unacceptable. Speaking on behalf of the average person residing along the Aberjona
River Watershed it is impossible to review and comment on 12 volumes: Industri-Plex
Site Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan Remedial Investigation Report
Operable Unit 2 which contains 3,551 KB with links to 217 additional PDF files
including the Draft Final Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan in 30 days which was just
released on June 30, 2005 as listed on the EPA Website:
www.epa.gov/ne/superfund/sites/industriplex and

www.epa. gov/ne/superfund/sites/wellsgh




The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. in conjunction with our Technical Advisors from
Cambridge Environmental, Inc. are requesting the extension to the comment period for
the Draft Final Feasibility Study: Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study as well as the
Proposed Plan released on June 30, 2005 be extended through October 1, 2005.

Sincerely,

Linda A. Raymond, Treasurer

Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.

Cc:

Congressman Edward J. Markey

State Representative Patrick M. Natale
Woburn City Council

Woburn Mayor John Curran




Linda A Raymond Treasurer

Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.

10 North Maple Street
Woburn MA 01801
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Mr. Joseph LeMay

Remedial Project
U.S. EPA Region

Manager
1

1 Congress Jtreéet
Suite 1100 (HBO

Boston, MA 02114-2003
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SDMS Doc¢lD 237504
Fennelly/Taylor To Joe Lemay/R1/USEPA/US@EPA
<fenneliytaylor@sprintmail.co
cc
m=>
07/11/2005 05:19 PM bec

Subject Woburn Superfund site, possibility for fill

Winter Pond in Winchester, near the Woburn line, has long been a

recommendation for dredging. If this EPA project (or cthers) needs some
certified 'good dirt', Winter Pond has it.
The Pond belongs to the State, under the Town's jurisdiction. Town

Manager would be contact person.
Hope this may be useful to you. Thanks.

Susan Fennelly, Friends of Winter Pond ’;V"duJ;;??'PH’X
Yo
237504



PATRICK M. NATALE
REPRESENTATIVE
THIRTIETH MIDDLESEX DISTRICT
WOBURN - READING - STONEHAM

ROOM 167, STATE HOUSE
TEL (617) 722-2810
FAX. (B17) 722-2846
rep.patricknalale@hou.state.ma.us
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July i4, 2003

Mr. Joseph LeMay
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Region 1

I Congress Street

Swuite 110 (HBO)

Boston, MA. 02114-2003

Dear Mr. LeMay:

'm writing in support of a request to extend the deadline for the Final Draft Feasibulity
Study. Because of the complexity of this study, the onginal deadline does not provide
sufficient time to complete the final draft in its entirety

The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. in conjunction with the Techmical Advisors from
Cambridge Environmental, Inc. are requesting an extension to the comment period for the
Draft Final Feasibility Study: Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study as well as the
Proposed Plan release on June 30, 2005 he extended through October 1, 2005.

Sincerely,

74 . i

Patrick Natale, Esq., LL..M
State Representative

30" Middlesex District
Woburn, Reading, Stoneham

cc: Linda A. Raymond, Treasurer,
Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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PATRICK M. NATALE /
STATE REPRESENTATIVE
30T MIDDLESEX DISTRICT //

Mr. Joseph LeMay

Remedial Project Manager '
U.S. Region 1

1 Congress Street

Suite 110 (HBQ)

Boston, MA 02114-2003
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ROPES & GRAY LLP 137//% .
J OMNEINTERNATIGNAL PLACE BOSTON, Ma 02110-2624 617-951-7000 F817-951-7000
BOSTON NEW YORK FALO ALTO SAN FRANCISCO WASHINGTON, DC WWW.TOREsgray.comm
July 18, 2005 Paul B. Galvani

(617) 951-7543

paul galvam@@ropesgray.com

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL AND HAND DELIVERY

Joseph F. LeMay

Remedial Project Manager

US EPA—New England

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114-2023

Re: Request for Extension of Time to Respond to MSGRP RI and FS for Industriplex Site

Dear Mr. LeMay:

I am writing on behalf of my client, Stauffer Management Company LLC (“SMC”) to
request an extension of time to respond to the EPA’s Multiple Source Groundwater Response
Plan Remedial Investigation (“MSGRP RI”) report and Feasibility Study (“FS”) for the
Industriplex Site (the “Site”) in Woburn, Massachusetts. According to the Proposed Plan
promulgated by EPA in June 2005, comments to the MSGRP RI and FS currently are due on
August 1, 2005.

SMC hereby requests an extension of time for at least 120 days, until December 1, 2005,
to respond to the MSGRP RI and FS. There are several reasons for this request. First, the
volume of materials to be digested by SMC and its experts before commenting on these
documents is substantial: the MSGRP Rl is 423 pages long and the FS is 243 pages long, not
including exhibits and appendices. The administrative record underlying these documents takes
up five CDs worth of materials. In light of the fact that SMC is required to comment
simultaneously on both the MSGRP RI and the FS, and in light of the sheer volume of materials
to be reviewed, SMC requires far more than 30 days to provide meaningful comment.

Second, review of the materials recently released by EPA will require SMC to gather
experts from multiple disciplines in order to comprehend thoroughly EPA’s findings. Thus,
SMC will need the assistance of experts on topics including, but not limited to, contaminant fate
and transport, ecological risk assessment, human risk assessment, and engineering. It will take
time for SMC to coordinate with its experts in order to gather feedback on all aspects of the
reports, and to condense such feedback into a useful and comprehensible set of comments.

v



ROPES & GRAY LLP

Joseph F. LeMay -2- July 18, 2005

Third, you indicated at the public hearing on EPA’s Proposed Plan in Woburn on June
30, 2005, that EPA considered over 70 different ideas for cleanup of the Site, which were
narrowed down to 27 options identified in the FS, which were further narrowed to the multi-
faceted approach endorsed by EPA in the Proposed Plan. SMC will need to assess some, if not
all, of the ideas considered but rejected by EPA, in order to assess EPA’s decision-making.
Consideration of 50 many different possibilities will take time, certainly more than the one
month that 1s currently provided.

Fourth, in light of the fact that it has taken EPA several years to complete these reports, it
is grossly prejudicial to require SMC and other interested parties to provide comments on these
reports within 30 days, SMC requires, at a minimum, an extension of 120 days to offer EPA
feedback on these voluminous reports, which have taken EPA years to compile.

Finally, it is worth noting that SMC is not the only party that will be requesting additional
time to respond to the MSGRP RI and FS. At the June 30 public hearing, several individuals
indicated that they would be seeking additional time, on behalf of municipalities or other
interested parties, in which to comment. The interested parties appear to be on the same page in
suggesting to EPA that much more time is needed before meaningful comments on these reports
can be provided to EPA.

In light of the foregoing, SMC believes that an extension of at least 120 days (through
December 1, 2005) to comment on the MSGRP RI and FS is necessary to provide EPA with
thorough, comprehensive feedback on these very important reports. Please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions regarding this request. Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

o 7 ) '.) - - B
ng-( 2 /’;;;,szz_.-u )

Paul B. Galvant

cc:  John D. Beling, Esq. (by hand delivery only)
Luke W. Metie, Esq.
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Joseph F. LeMay
Remedial Project Manager
US EPA — New England

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114-2023




FITZHUGH, PARKER & ALLVARO LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

155 FEDERAL STREET
SUITE 1700
BOSTON, MA 0211¢-1727
TELEPHONE: (617) 695-2330
FAX: (617) 695-2335
WWW FITZHUGHLAW.COM

RHODE ISLAND OFFICE CONNECTICUT OFFICE

571 PONTIAC AVENUE
CRANSTON, RI 02910
TELEFHONE {401) 841-3120

FAX (401) 941-3055

ONE CONSTITUTION PLAZA
SUTTE 900
HARTFORD, CT 06103
TELEPHONE: (A66) 549-6803
FAX; (860) 728-0546

BY HAND DELIVERY

Mr. John Beling, Esq.
Assistant Regional Counsel

MICHAEL A, FITZHUGH
WILLIAM L. PARKER
FERDINAND ALVARO,JR. »
MARK A. NEWCITY a

CAROL J. ANGUILLA 44
FRANK CAMPBELL JR. *
JOSEFH M. CODEGA o+
FREDERICK E. DASHIELL*
LUCY ELANDJIAN *
ANNE-MARIE H. GERBER +

KATHLEEN GROVER v
BARBARA L. HORAN
ROBERT P, LA HAIT

AMY CASHORE MARIANI *
JEFFREY B.L.MELLER b g
SUSAN M. MORRISON
JEFFREY A. NOVINS «
EDWARD P. O'LEARY t
STEVEN M. PRICE
JEFFREY F, RICHARDSON¢
SONIA L. SKINNER

DAVID JON VOLKIN

* OF COUNSEL
Y INTERNATIONAL COUNSEL

UNLESS DESIGNATED OTHERWISE, DUR ATFORNEYS ARE ADMITTED ONLY IN MASSACHUSETTS

ALSO ADMITTED IN CALIFORNIA
ALSO ADMITTED IN CONNECTICUT
ONLY ADMITTED IN CONNECTICUT
ALSO ADMITTED IN NEW YOBRK
ONLY ADMITTED IN YERMONT
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July 19, 2005

United States Environmental Protection Agency

Region 1
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023

ALSO ADMITTEPR IN NEW HAMPSHIRE
ONLY ADMITTED IN RHGDE ISLAND
ALSO ADMITTED IN RHODE TSLAND
ONLY ADMITTED IN WASRINGTON, D.C.
ONLY ADMITTED TK MARYLAND
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Re:  Request For Extensionin Time to Comment on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
“Draft Final Feasibility Study, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Industri-Plex Site,
Woburn, Massachusetts,” June 2005, “Proposed Plan Administrative Record,” June 2005,
and “Draft Final MSGRP Remedial Investigation Report,” March 2005.

Dear Attorney Beling:

On behalf of Pharmacia Corporation (formerly known as Monsanto Company), Monsanto

Company (“New Monsanto”) hereby requests an extension in time to at least December 1, 2005 to
comment or otherwise respond to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s June 2005 “Draft Final
Feasibility Study, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Industri-Plex Site, Woburn, Massachusetis,”
(the FS), the “Proposed Plan Administrative Record,” and the March 2005 “Draft Final MSGRP Remedial
Investigation Report.” These documents comprise the current record for U.S. EPA’s “Proposed Cleanup
Plan for the Industri-Plex Superfund Site, Operable Unit-2 and Wells G & H Superfund Site, Operable
Unit 3, Aberjona River Study, Woburn, Massachusetts and the Comprehensive Multiple Source
Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation (RI).”
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FITZHUGH, PARKER & ALVARO LLP Mr. John Beling, Esq. 07/19/05 (2)

On April 28, 2005, during a public information session, the U.S. EPA advised the public it would
have an opportunity to comment on the Draft Final MSGRP Remedial Investigation Report
contemporaneously with the FS. At the June 30, 2005 public information meeting conducted by the U.S.
EPA , the public was informed that comments on both documents were due August 1, 2005 even though
the documents were only released on that date. On July 18, 2005, the U.S. EPA extended the due date
to August 30, 2005.

While the EPA has taken years to compile data from numerous reports, New Monsanto isina
position of having to properly evaluate this same data in a relatively truncated period of time. Furthermore,
the EPA’s proposed remedy s estimated to cost $25.7 million, which is a very significant amount of money.
Respectfully, a twomonth comment peried is simply insufficient to allow New Monsanto to effectively
comment on the EPA’s draft final comprehensive reports. T have received a total of 5 disks of information
from Mr. LeMay to date, spanning over 20 years and evaluating alternatives for the site and a proposed
plan. The extension intime through the summer and fall months will allow New Monsanto sufficient time
to review this data and retain experts—and accommodate their summer vacation schedules—and to task
them to review the government’s reports and comment on the proposed plan in a meaningful manner.
Preliminary reports indicate that the review of the record alone will proceed through September. Thereafter,
the experts will need time to comment on the reports.

Youhave stated that you are aware of the public’s concern that they have adequate time to digest
and comment on the recent reports. The extensionrequested is reasonable in light of the voluminous record
and the complexity of the analyses that the experts will have to undertake.

Finally, New Monsanto, on behalf of Pharmacia Corporation, is not the only member of the public
wishing to comment on the government’s proposed plan. We hope the extension in time also will allow an
opportunity for New Monsanto to review the comments of others and incorporate their contributions where
appropriate.

Inlight of the foregoing, please let me know at your earliest convenience what action you will take
on this extension request so that New Monsanto can plan accordingly.

Very truly yours,

(o Do L. p e
William L. Parker

cc:  Mary M. Shaffer, Esq.
Carol A. Casazza, Esq.
Peter Virden
Gerald Rinaldi
Joseph F. LeMay
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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Enforcement Counsel

US Environmental Protection Agency
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100
Boston, MA 02114-2023
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City of Woburn, Massachusetts /7

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK —_ [ R
Clty Hall NSNS EX
10 Common Street . (/ o ’
WILLIAM C. CAMPBELL Wobum, MA 01801 ' 4
Gity Clerk 781-932-4450 LY 728
July 21, 2005 ___RECENVED — 7

Robert W. Varney, Regional Administrator JUL 25 2005
U.S. EPA Region 1 ‘
One Congress Street — Suite 1100 OFFICE OF THE REGioN aron |
Boston, MA 02114-2023 A L ADMINISTRATOR

Re: Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Industri-plex OU 2 Superfund Site
(and including Wells G&H QU 3)

WA

Dear Mr. Varney: SDMS DocId 237722

At its Regular Meeting on July 19, 2005, the City Council of the City of Woburn voted to request
that the United States Environmental Protection Agency extend the comment period for the
Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Industri-plex OU 2 Superfund Site (and including Wells G&H
OU 3) for an additional ninety {90) days as the city has been having difficulty obtaining funding
for the review and in addition the city is at this time soliciting independent peer review in
addition to the TOSC review as this proposed plan establishes a significant precedent, model, or
methodology, addresses significant controversial issues, involves significant investment of
Agency resources, and considers an innovative approach for a previously defined
problemy/process/methodology.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,
WOBURN CITY COUNCIL

By: M éé/
_ William C.W City Clerk
cc:  Senator Edward M. Kennedy ,

Senator John F. Kerry
Representative Edward J. Markey
State Senator Robert A. Havern
State Representative Jay R. Kaufman
State Representative Patrick Natale
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July 26, 2005

S B S
Mr. Joseph LeMay N ¢ N
USEPA S 5'3:”755:3’

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HB0)
Boston, MA 02114-2023

FAX 617-918-1291
Dear Mr. LeMay (lemay joseph@epa.gov):

RE: INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE (Operable Unit 2)
WELLS G & H (Operable Unit 3), WOBURN, MA
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study MSGRP
(Multiple Source Ground Water Response Plan)
Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA)/Aberjona River — to Mystic Lakes extending. ..

I give a huge amount of credit to the manpower, hydrology **, and expense that has been
put into the report. 1, therefore, would positively like to add the following checks and
balances:

The old “capping” scenario that was completed at these Superfund sites was obviously
not the “best {or only) solution™ and in fact development & capping may have hindered
the ability to perform ground water and environmental protection to receptors spread
further from sources over the years as evidenced in this report. The consequences are far
reaching both physically and financially; and time can be the essence.

¢  Tagree with the “concept” of the report. However, the intended action (noted as
“permanent” for MSGRP) for intervention is not suflicient for “a permanent
solution™.

o Insome instances the BEALTH RISK ASSESSMENTS are based only on food
and does not include the breathing, drinking water, and skin absorption of

receptors to contaminafion sources (life’s necessities).

« Contamination has had guality of life health implications. Wiidiife is dead and yet
you find no reason (“no link™); only that you will replace life for the area to.
hopefully thrive once again.

* GW-1 (drinking water source areas) must be given the highest priority for clean-
up. Better intervention is needed and should be updated for GW-1 to include

only the newest and best technology available to identify and address the
**Encyclopedia Americana ~ Library of Congress #64-12146
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* “actual break-down products and risks (contaminants) imposed (forceg on
our environment) by the PRPs’ at possibly GW-2 or GW-3 locations if not at
the source, or holding areas. Applying newer technologies along with “treatment
trains” will further enhance removal.

¢ While Olin is mentioned, your report does not include source discharges (o
Halls Brook from Olin Chemical Industry/Wilmington under EPA NPDES
permits. Olin & the South Wilmington industrial area previously had an old
septic ditch system: East Ditch, South Ditch, and West Ditch, etc

s  Are there any other NPDES discharge permits to Halls Brook or the Study Area
not mentioned? If so, please incorporate.

+ Local & state officials” have finally followed residents’ guidance that Olin
Chemical Industry should have been better addressed; and that they be listed in
the “federal Superfund program, since the feds have access to the best
technologies & can apply additional law & oversight above, beyond, and in
conjunction with the State due to impacts to the river system(s). The Governor’s
response is pending.

Despite aeration-carbon-GAC filtration system at our Butters Row Treatment Plant, Olin
was responsible for contaminating our aquifer, the temporary closing of Wilmington's
town drinking water wells located to the west of their property including impacts to your
superfund projects (horizontal/vertical/lateral), from ground, to surface, water, and to
depth.

Olin representatives have publicly stated that the most pertinent identified metal for their
concern was “chromium” in the area of billions of gallons discharged into the ground
from the production of “sodium dichromate”™ (which is hexavalent chrome). Mercury, a
never ending fate of exposure we all face in testing is masked by hexamine (only closest
to the source?). Hexamine was one of the first EPA reported contaminants breakdown
products to monitor; then phenols, and phthalates during Wells G&H-Olin study. High
production volume holding tanks were part of the chemical indusirial processes.

Intentionaily or unintentionally, the “required” (or regulated) EPA NPDES testing for
Ohn does not fully protect public health or the environment through responsible testing
and control and your report follows the same path without considering what is actuaily
there; or the actual site conditions..

The named chemical of concern to health in Wiliington’s drinking water, while
unregulated, is NDMA (N-nitrosodimethylamine); and there is never just one chemical
(hydrocarbon) of concern at any of these sites.

* The most up-to-date technology should be made available and used to be
most protective of public health and the environment where there is 2 complete
exposure pathway; if you’d like, I can give you the names of the testing
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equipment that the Lawrence Wall Station had requested for Massachusetts to be
ready in the event of terrorism after 9/11, and so we could be most protective of
human health with better testing. Considering you have access to the top
scientists and engineers, [ will assume you know what this equipment would
entail.

e We know that the hydrocarbon cycle** must be considered. Qur experience in
Wilmington is that the nitrogen cycle too plays a role (and so on...) in important
testing down to ppt {parts per trillion/medicinal) to be most protective, and there
¢an be a co-mingling effect.

e Massachusetts is a technology state; and here lie the resources to restore the
waters of the United States.

s 1 had hoped that EPA would be FORCING only the newest technologies and
ideas with our industries PRP’s (potentially responsible parties) towards the
mutual goal & understanding that priceless healthy communities bring priceless
healthy economies, and priceless healthy technology brings growth on all fronts,

I remain optimistic. We learn through our trials and tributes, and hopefully from our
mistakes — we can then get better (God’s reason?).

While many people have many ideas “agendas”, the one I feel may be most important is
the “state of environmental health™. It ties in most vital to human health, universal
human rights, our economy, & priceless life & fand of the free (USA); and in everyway is
warth fighting for given the “big picture.

They say trickle down; I say trickle up. Take care of the little guy with a “universal
moral-human rights view™ and it will trickle up 1o the big guy (the powerful}.

* Through Toxic Use Reduction, we have come to find that reducing the
“volume” of chemicals in a single area is the most productive towards restoring
the larger picture. Condensing or concentrating contamination has negative
consequences that must be considered.

o I understgmd that Weils G&H remain a drinking watery source area although
temporarily closed, scored as “moderate-low” ability to be productive; and that
alone should keep the area high priority as impacted from the PRPs.

* While Woburn relies partially on MWRA for public water supply (which is over
the health standard for lead through distribution), it is my understanding that
Woburn continues to pull from its own resources. Where exactly are Woburn'’s
current town drinking-water sources in relation to this study area? Is there any
possible impact; and has the best technology from these contaminants been
employed beyond the drinking water standards for the actual risks?
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* Where in the report is your listing of any and all private wells? Have Teceptors
within 500” (or other required footage) been notified and updated on the
conditions to the best of our taxpayer knowledge? If not notified, they should be
within the impacted radius and assisted as part of the process.

» __ Drinking water standards (complete receptor pathway) is regulated only item
by item; and Release of complete hydrocarbons unregulated in Canada & the
USA should be monitored at these sites as they pose human health risks
associated with these sites.

¢ Risk Assessments “markers” (the metals) and not on full risks based on current
technology available to better identify & quantify these risks; and were not used.

Hydrocarbons** from these sites have not been fully characterized where it reaches
complete exposure pathways, nor metals or pesticides protective of public health through
circumstances created by the PRPs.

Saturated/Unsaturated cycles are very important to consider, and the nformation is weli-
known.

I reference to the goal, we are benefited in that the water can be “contained” & hence
the fate of contaminated media can be “controlled”; your report gives examples.

¢ Migration of contaminants is the same in the human body as it is in the
environment; and billions of dollars have been put into the human health studies
(transport & fate in the body) and should be applied environmentally, so - not be
financially redundant with possible remedies prior to reaching life receptors.

Today we have Biotechnology, stem cell research, acid rain, and ozone issues altering
RNA & DNA.
Altering the positions of CHNOZ2, ctc, is what these companies do; (they’ll thrive on
technology)!

I'd much rather see 2 humane approach to eliminating the problems BEFORE it reaches
the public (human beings, aquatic life, food chain, and biota). We can’t ignore fate.

:iincerely,
Deborah L. Duggan (973)W

11 Hillcrest Street
Wilmington, MA 01887

Ce. Governor Mitt Romney; State Rep. James Miceli; Selectwoman Suzanne Sullivan

**Encyclopedia Americana - Library of Congress #64-12146
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Send us Your Comments

You may use the form below to provide EPA with your written comments about
the proposed plan for the Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (including
Wells G&H Operable Unit 3). Please mail this form and any additional written
comments, postmarked no later than August |, 2005 to: “ . o

Joseph  LaMay [

SDMS DocID 237181
U.S. EPA oe

| Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Bosten MA 02114
fax: 617-918-1291

e-mail: lemay.joseph@epa.gov
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Comments Submitted by: M 8 ﬂ JonN A (attach additional sheets as needed)
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PROCEEDTINGS

MS. BONARRIGO: We're going to get
started folks. Thanks for joining us tonight.
It's good to see another great turnout.

My name is Angela Bonarrigo. I'm the
committee outreach coordinator for the site, and
tonight is, of course, the public hearing on the
proposed plan for the Industri-plex Site.

Our agenda tonight is we will do a brief
overview of the proposed plan. I see a lot of
familiar faces from the meeting in June, but we
thought for those that may not have been at that
meeting and just as a refresher for everybody, a
very brief overview, which Joce will spend some
time on, and then we'll open up the formal
hearing.

And Bob Cianciarulo, the Section Chief
of Massachusetts sites will be our hearing
officer. He'll take you through the process and
the ground rules for the hearing.

I just want to take a moment to remind
you that we are only listening during the hearing
portion of tonight's meeting. We are not

responding to any comments or questions that are
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raised. We are required to make those responses
in writing at the close of the comment period.

I also just want to remind you that, if
you'd like to make a comment this evening, we want
to have your name, affiliation, address for the
record. So I'll ask you to fill out an index card
and hand that back to me.

So you may not have decided at this
peint, and you're welcome to make a decision
later, but if anybody would like an index card at
this time, I will be happy to give it to you.

Okay. I'm going to turn it over to Bob.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Thanks, Angela.

Good evening. My name is Bob
Cianciarulo. I'm chief of the Massachusetts
Superfund section of EPA's New England regional
office. I'll be the hearing officer for tonight's
hearing on the proposed remedy for the
Industri-plex Superfund Site, Operable Unit 2 and
the Wells G&H Superfund Site, Operable Unit 3,
both sites located in Woburn.

The purpose of this hearing is to
formally accept oral comments on the proposed

plan, which was released to the public on June
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30th, 2005,

As Angela mentioned, we will not be
responding to comments tonight but will respond to
them in writing sometime after the close of the
comment period, which is August 31lst.

This comment period was extended for 30
days in order to provide additional time for the
public to review the feasibility study and
proposed plan.

As you recall, the public information
meeting on the plan was held on July 1st. At that
meeting, information concerning the plan was
presented, and the EPA responded to questions
about the site.

Let me describe the format of the
hearing that Angela just noted. First I'm going
tc have Joe LeMay, who's the EPA project manager
for the site, give a brief overview of the
proposed cleanup plan. Following that
presentation, I will accept oral comments for the
record.

As Angela mentioned, there are cards
available. If you haven't filled out a card, you

can do that with her. We'll then call on people
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to step to the microphone here, state your name,
address and/or affiliation.

We have a stenographer here. She will
be recording these proceedings verbatim, again,
for the record.

I'm geing to ask that you limit your
comments to 10 minutes. If you think your
comments are going to take longer than that, you
might want to consider summarizing those comments
and then provide us with a full text of the
comment, which would -- which would also become
part of the record.

After all the comments have been heard,
I'll close the formal hearing, and again, if you
wish to submit written comments, you can either
hand those to us tonight or e-mail or fax or mail
via U.S. mail. The details of those are on the
proposed plan that you received. You can see any
of us if you have any questions on how to submit
comments.

All oral comments that we receive
tonight and the written comments that we receive
during the comment period will be addressed in

what's called a Responsiveness Summary, and they
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will become part of the administrative record for
the site and will be included in the decision on
the remedy of the site.

Any questions as far as format? Anycne
here? Okay.

Again, we're going to start with a brief
overview of the plan. Joe LeMay.

MR. LeMAY: Thank you, Bob.

As you mentioned, my name is Joe LeMay.
I am EPA's remedial project manager for the
Industri-plex Superfund Site as well as the Wells
G&H Superfund Site, and I'm here to present a
brief overview of the proposed plan, which was
explained in more detail on June 30th at a public
information meeting here.

The overview is as follows: We released
the proposed plan on June 30th, 2005. The public
comment period that Bob mentiocned was from July
1st through August 31lst, 2005. Tonight is the
public hearing, and we'll be having the Record of
Decision with the Responsiveness Summary to the
comments that we receive sometime in the fall of
2005.

In the proposed plan, we had presented
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this figure, which is a summary of the proposed
plan alternatives, and what we're going to do is
go through each of the selected alternatives in
the proposed plan.

First was Alternative GW-2, which is a
pond intercept with monitoring and institutional
controls that prevents or controls potential
exposures to contaminated grocundwater through
institutional controls.

Coupled with Alternative HBHA-4, this
alternative also controls the downstream migration
of contaminated groundwater by intercepting the
groundwater at the northern portion of the pond.

Also, as part of the groundwater
alternative, we have a portion of Groundwater
Alternative 4 for the West Hide Pile, and that
inveolves in situ enhanced bioremediation, which
will be used to treat benzene contamination at the
Wells -- at the West Hide Pile. This alternative
also includes institutional controls.

This is a figure that was presented in
the proposed plan presenting an example of what
enhanced bioremediation process may look like.

Next slide. The -- the Alternative
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Halls —-- HBHA-4 is to establish a storm water
bypass and sediment retention with partial
dredging and providing alternative habitat.

With this alternative, the southern
portion of the Halls Book Holding Area Pond will
be dredged, disposed -- the sediments will be
dredged and disposed of off-site and restored.

The northern portion of the pond is
included into the clean-up remedy as a sediment
retention area to minimize contaminants migration
downstream.

Also, as part of the alternative HBHA-4,
the northern portion of the pond will intercept
contaminated groundwater, maintain a chemocline in
the southern -- in the surface water to degrade
and sequester contamination and aerate surface
water between cofferdams to enhance treatment.

Sediments that accumulate in the
northern portion of the pond will require periodic
dredging and off-site disposal.

A storm water bypass system will be
constructed to divert surface water from Halls
Brook to the southern portion of the pond.

Here is a figure illustrating what

O'Brien & Levine Court Reporting Scrvices
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alternative Halls Brook Holding Area Pond four
locks like.

This is another figure illustrating the
details of the series of cofferdams that would be
installed for —- in the Halls Brook Holding Area
Pond and the associated treatment with those
cofferdams.

The Alternative HBHA-4 alsc includes the
following: Capping and stabilizing sediments
along 1,000 foot linear feet of the New Boston
Street drainway —-- drainway with an impermeable
cap.

Capping and stabilizing soils adjacent
to the NSTAR and MBTA rights-of-way with a
permeable cap, and with this alternative, all
wetlands losses will be compensated elsewhere in
the watershed.

This figure is a close-up of the areas
requiring the impermeable and permeable caps
associated with Halls Brook Holding Area Pond
alternative four.

Next is Near Shore Sediments Alternative
4, which is removal and off-site disposal of shore

line sediments.
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These sediments will be removed from the

Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation
Area, and those areas will be restored.

Deep Sediment Alternative DS-2 requires
institutional controls to prevent or control
potential exposures to contaminated sediments
during potential future dredging activities.

Surface Water Alternative SW-2 requires
monitoring of surface water in the Halls Brook
Holding Area Pond as well as along the wvarious
portions of -- of the Aberjona River and Halls
Brock Holding Area to evaluate the impact of
contaminated groundwater discharge to the Halls
Brook Holding Area Pond. This Alternative SW-Z
works in coordination with Alternatives GW-2 and
HBHA-4 .

Lastly, the Surface Soil Alternative
$8-2 and Subsurface Alternative SUB-2 requires
institutional controls and -- with monitoring.
The controls -- the controls will be established
to —-- the institutional controls will be
established to prevent exposures to contaminated

soils for both of those alternatives.

And the next steps are the formal public
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comment period will end on August 31lst, and if

people would like to submit written comments, they

can submit them to -- by mail or through e~mail to

myself, Joseph LeMay, at U.S. EPA Region 1 - New
England, One Congress Street, Suit 1100 -- the
mail code is HBO -- Boston, Mass. 02114, and my
e-mail address is lemay dot joe at epa dot gov.

In the fall, EPA -- EPA expects to have
reviewed all comments and signed a Record of
Decision document. A summary of EPA's responses
to public comments will be made available to the
public at the information repositories, Woburn
Public Library and EPA's records center and also
on EPA's website.

And now I'1ll hand it back over to Bob.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Thanks for the
summary, Joe, and also, again, what Joe ran
quickly through is, obviously, in greater detail
in the proposed plan and the feasibility study,
both of which are available in those information
repositories or on the web.

So with that, we'll begin the hearing,
and we'll start with the first speaker, but...

Okay. She's going to let me sit down.
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First we're going to hear from Mayor
John Curran.

MAYOR CURRAN: Thank you.

I'd like to thank Joe LeMay and the EPA
team for making this an open and informative
process. I would like to also just go over a few
things.

One is the -- just so that the -- so
that the EPA understands the perspective of the
City and what our major goals are throughout this
process, I'd like to key in on the -- my thought
process tonight, because that's what we are
talking about.

The remediation proposal that you
have —- did this go off? Can everyone hear me?

MR. CIANCIARULO: The microphone just
went coff.

{Recess)

MAYOR CURRAN: Okay. The remediation
proposal that's on the table tonight -- obviously,
I'm not a scientist, so I can't really comment as
to whether it's accurate or not, but that is the
primary concern of the City, is that the proposal

that's on the table or the ultimate remediation
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for this site i1s the best possible remediation for
the City of Woburn and provides the highest degree

of public safety to the people that live here, the

people that work here and the people that pass
through here.

So that is our primary goal, and we
would like to work with the EPA in that regard to
make sure that the ultimate -- the ultimate
solution is the best solution.

With that being said -- with that being
said, the -- another concern that the City has is
the process itself, the impact of the process
itself on the City of Woburn.

As you know, Woburn has quite a history
with the Industri-plex Site and the remediation

that's taking place up there.

Fortunately, with -- through the help of

the EPA, there are a lot of great things that have

happened up in that industrial corridor.

We've recouped a tremendous amount of
tax revenue. It's a booming area. It's
unquestionably the first class office development
that sits right on top of that whole site, which

is a great success story, but what we are afraid
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of is the perception that further remediation has
on the City of Woburn.
We're not saying that there should not

be further remediaticon. Absolutely there should,

but we just want to make sure that that process is

as painless as possible and that people receive

the necessary information to know that there isn't

any real danger to human health at this point and
that the ongoing work that's going on up there is
not anything necessarily new. It's the
continuation of a process that's been going on
for -- for a very long time.

So we want to follow it through in
that -- in that vain to make sure that -- that
Woburn does not suffer the consequence of years

ago from 1979 on, and we want to try to make this

a positive thing for the City, in that there is no

risk right now and that what we're doing is making

sure that risk is eliminated from the future
forward. So that's what our primary goal is.
With that being said, the proposal you

have on the table tonight may be the right

proposal. It may require more remediation; it may

require less. I don't know the —- the ultimate
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answer to that question yet, but we will be
looking at it.

I know there are other advocacy groups
here that are also interested in further reviewing
the proposal. So the requests -- I know that
there are several on the table -- for additional
time through the comment period is not necessarily
a bad idea. I think it's a good thing, and we
could certainly use that time productively.

As you know, we're in the middle of the
summer, and sometimes it's harder to get -- get
consultants and things moving as quick as you'd
like them to.

So I think it's a valid request, and I
would like to speak in favor of that request for
an extension on the time, but I'll leave -- end my
comments with those two primary interests, the
best possible solution for that site and that it's
done in the most positive way it can be done for
the City of Woburn, and ~- and, for the record, to
date, it has been, I think, a positive experience
with these last -- last few years, and I think the
public has been well-informed, and we want to keep

this moving along in that direction.
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So thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Our next speaker is
Woburn City Counciler, Joanna Gonsalves.

MS. GONSALVES: I'm here this evening
speaking as a representative of the Woburn City
Council.

In our mid-July meeting, we sent Mr.

Varney of the EPA a request for additional time.

We are thankful for the additional 30 days, but we

don't think it's enough. We've actually requested

90 days.

At the beginning of this Superfund study

process, the study process itself, the City

Council asked for a peer-review mechanism, so that

we can have some environmental specialists take a

look at your studies and final proposal, and what

we were given was access to the TOSC grant, and we

have received technical assistance from that
group. We will be meeting with that group within
the next couple of weeks.

However, I —- I feel that this is such
an important process. It's been an important
project. It will continue to be. I think it

behooves the City, it behcoves the EPA to have
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another set of educated eyes take a look at this
proposal before you issue your Record of Decision.
It would require more time, and we also are
formally asking for the funds to help the City
with this independent peer review.

We've been working cooperatively with
the EPA for years. I'd like to see this
relationship continue. So, please, give our
requests some consideration.

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Thank you.

Next, Linda Raymond from the Aberjona
Study Coalition.

MS. RAYMOND: Thank you.

My name is Linda Raymond. I am a
life-long Woburn resident. I am also the
co-chairman of the Woburn Neighborhood Association
and the treasurer of the Aberjona Study Coalition.

It is not just about Woburn. The
Aberjona Study Coalition is a coalition of six
community groups that represent over 225,000
residents whose cities and towns border the
Aberjona River. The Aberjona Study Coalition is

preparing a list of comments on the Draft Final
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Feasibility Study and proposed plan.

One of my questions is regarding -- 1
know you cannoct answer the question, but I want to
address this.

My question is regarding a concern that
we have had that was not clearly addressed by your
response to our comments on the Baseline Human
Health and Ecological Study. We are concerned and
confused with the differences between the EPA and
the State of Massachusetts Contingency Plan
standards that are being used as a guideline to
develop the remediation plan.

What if, for example, a residential
property on Winter Street in Winchester is
contaminated due to an overflow of the Aberjcona
River during a major storm? The property opener
tries to sell their property. During sale, the
land is tested, and the level of contamination
exceeds the state standard, but not the federal
standard established for the Aberjona clean-up.
Which standard must the property owner meet before
they can sell their property? If the property is
found to be contaminated, who will be involved,

the DEP or the EPAZ?
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Thank you.

(' Recess)

MR. CIANCIARULO: Sorry for that.

Next speaker, Jan Dolan from the Mystic
River Watershed Association.

MS. DOLAN: Also a member of the
Aberjona Study Coalition.

The Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Management is updating the flood
plane delineation in the Winchester area. The
question is, will the EPA conduct samplings at
sites secluded in this expanded flood plane that
may be effected by contaminating elements from tﬁe
Aberjona River?

Private residents and businesses located
along the Aberjona have experienced frequent
flooding problems, most recently in October '96,
June '98, March '01 and October '03, and large
areas such as the International Family Church
property on Washington Street and town athletic
fields such as Ciarcia Field, which is adjacent to
Winchester High School and Ginn Field, which has a
popular playground area have a long history of

flooding.
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A clear statement from the EPA
delineating health risks to the residents of the
area and health risks to the many athletes and
children playing on the fields is requested.

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Thank you.

Our next speaker is Adrian Rogers,
Friends of Upper Mystic Lake.

MS. ROGERS: Thank you.

We, also, as a group have been
locking -- working primarily in the lake and
somewhat the Aberjona feeding into it, do
appreciate all the attention that the EPA and all
of you have given and the data that you have
provided.

We are concerned that the planned
remediations, although it’'s stated that they -- it
appears that they will reduce inflow of
contaminants into the lake, but the plans
haven't -- don't really address the so-called hot
spots that were found in the sediments,
particularly in the upper forebays of the lake,
and don't address whether they will continue to be

monitored, and also, in particular, we ask what
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data there are and what the modeling use is in
native data to indicate how effective the proposed
plans are.

Clearly, they will remove toxins from
the sediments that are there now. It appears that
the carrying of these down the surface water and,
perhaps, groundwater intc the lake will be
reduced. We don't -- we really have not been
given data or projections as to how significant
this impact will be on the river and the lake and
looking on into the -- the future for the lake.

So we ask that more information be
provided on these and that we also be given a
plan, which is alluded to for continuing
monitoring of the lake, particularly the upper
forebays and the sediments.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Thank you.

The next speaker is Cindy Brooks of the
Industri-plex Custodial Trust.

MS. BROOKS: Thank you.

My name is Cindy Brooks, and I am the
president of Resources for Responsible Site
Management, which is the Federal District Court

Trustee for the Industri-plex Superfund Site
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Custodial Trust.

I have been privileged to serve in that
capacity since 1989 when the Custodial Trust was
created as part of the Industri-plex Site Consent
Decree.

Before entering specific comments into
the record, the Custodial Trust would like to
commend EPA, particularly Joe LeMay, for the
dedication in undertaking this extensive and
exhaustive effort that has gotten the Aberjona
River clean-up to this point.

For the last 16 years it has been an
honor to serve the fiduciary and other needs of
the three distinct beneficiaries of the Custodial
Trust. They are the City of Woburn, the
potentially responsible parties known as the
Remedial Trust and the U.S. EPA and the

Massachusetts DEP.

In continued fulfillment of our
cbligations to these three beneficiaries, the

Custodial Trust has sought to consider the

fiduciary, environmental, regulatory, economic and

other impacts that the proposed plan for clean-up

of the Aberjona River may have on the three
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beneficiaries of the Custodial Trust.

For the record, the Custodial Trust also
shares the multi-stakeholder goal of achieving the
earliest possible clean~up for the benefit of the
public at large.

Accordingly, the Custodial Trust offers
the following two comments on the proposed plamn:
First, based on our assessment of the benefits
that would inure to the City of Woburn, the
Remedial Trust and the EPA and DEP, the Custodial
Trust respectfully urges the EPA to consider the
merits of a more cooperative, voluntary approach
to implementing the final clean-up of the Aberjona
River.

Such an approach would entail building
upon, not abandoning, the unprecedented
cooperation amongst the public and private
entities as well as the local, state and federal
governments that made Industri-plex the Superfund
success story that it represents for all the
stake-holders, especially EPA.

That success story, the story now known
as Hope and Restoration in Woburn, became reality

precisely because pecple like Joe LeMay, John
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Beling, John's predecessor, Dan Winocgrad and
others, as well as Anna Mayor and Andy Cochen from
the DEP, all chose to think outside of the
traditional box of regulatory enforcement.

There is a rare opportunity to build on
a legacy of trust, communication and innovation
spanning at least 10 years to 20 for many of the
stakeholders here.

A concerted, participative process could
minimize stigmatization of the City and
potentially deliver a much more efficient and
immediate clean-up.

Public and private resources that can
and should be spent on clean-up and economic
development would not be unnecessarily dissipated
by issues of enforcement, liability, blame and
litigation.

If there is no more than an even chance
of success, it is difficult to justify why this
unique, experienced group of stakeholders would
not at least try to avoid creating more Superfund
property, rekindling its stigma and delaying
clean-up of the river,.

Specifically the Custodial Trust
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proposes a 60 day moratorium on the CERCLA
enforcement process. During this time, the
beneficiaries of the Custodial Trust could meet in
an effort to establish a more collaborative
framework for implementing the Aberjona River
clean-up.

60 days may seem excessive, yet there
appears to be no imminent human health threat, and
it is decades that truly characterize the span of
time during which Aberjona River has been studied,
a span that promises to only grow longer into the
future while awaiting clean-up under a traditional
enforcement approach.

The Custodial Trust recognizes that EPA
is fully within its authority to pursue the
current traditional enforcement path. The
Custodial Trust recognizes and, indeed, has
benefited from the valuable incentives and tools
it affords the EPA on accomplishing -- in
accomplishing its important environmental
missions.

Therefore, if, notwithstanding the good
faith efforts of the stakehclders, including the

Custodial Trust, the parties are unable to develop
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a meaningful framework for implementing a
cooperative clean-up ¢of the Aberjona River, EPA is
always free to pursue the traditional enforcement
route.

It is, therefore, with deference and
optimism that the Custodial Trust earnestly and
respectfully urges the EPA to lead this last
multi-stakeholder effort.

The second comment from the Custodial
Trust is made on behalf of two of our
beneficiaries.

Notwithstanding the request for a 60 day
moratorium, we must also respectfully request that
the EPA extend the public comment period to allow
the community groups, the City and the PRPs the
reasonable amount of time that they have requested
to review and comment on the proposed plan.

Granting such extensions would be
consistent with the past and prospective schedule
for work related to the Aberjona River as well as
EPA's mission to protect public health and the
environment.

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: The next speaker is
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Kathy Barry, Aberjona Study Coalition.

MS. BARRY: I'd like to thank the EPA
for, first, choosing a venue with air
conditioning.

I am the president of the Concerned
Citizens Network in Wilmington, Mass, and the
president of the Aberjona Study Coalition.

I am particularly concerned about the
hydrogeology in the Halls Brook Holding Area with
the proposed plan.

My -- my questions are twofold. Will
this remediation affect the present hydro --
hydrogeologic environment, both surface and
groundwater flow in areas not only south, but
east, west and north? And, number two, has the
remediation been done elsewhere? If so, where,
and how effective has it been with statistical
measured analysis?

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: The next speaker is --
speaker -- excuse me -- is Bill Seuch, Goulston &
Storrs.

MR. SEUCH: Good evening. My name is

Bill Seuch. I'm an attorney at Goulston & Storrs
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in Boston, and I'm here on behalf of the Metro
North Business Center, LLC.

They are the owner of a property, which

is located downgradient from the boundaries of the

existing Industri-plex Superfund Site, and I'm
here to place some comments into the record
regarding concerns about the proposed
institutional controls that are part of the
proposed remedy.

I would also like to thank the EPA and

all the community groups in the City of Woburn for

this continuing public ocutreach program and the
opportunity to comment.

But our concerns are -- are really as
follows: There are a number of innocent

landowners who hold properties that are located
downgradient from the Superfund Site, and I think
it is very important for EPA to consider the
impacts of having mandated institutional controls
pPlaced on these properties.

In many cases, there is a stigma in the
marketplace when you are marketing, tenanting or
financing a property that is burdened by an

institutional contrel. Often times the presence
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of these controls can add significantly to
transaction costs.

Every time you go to refinance a
mortgage or find a new tenant or to sell your
property, you have to hire an attorney or a
consultant and explain the details of these
institutional controls and the history of the
neighboring Industri-plex Superfund Site. And,
from our perspective, this is really a significant
concern that may have impacts on property value.
Those impacts would be bad for business owners and
also bad for the City.

You know, we believe that it would be
possible to accomplish the objectives here, which
is to protect people from future groundwater
exposures through an alternative mechanism,
perhaps, a voluntary deed restriction program,
perhaps, another program.

I think it's important to note that,
under state law, a downgradient property owner in
these circumstances would not be required to
institute a deed restriction. There would be a
filing made with the State. That filing would be

available for public review, but there would be no
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deed restriction required for the same types and
levels of contamination, and because of that, we
really believe that EPA and others should consider
the potential impacts of these deed restrictions.

We all acknowledge that this is a
complicated process. The site has a long history,
and there is planning of scientific data to be
discussed here.

Accordingly, we would ask that the
public comment period be extended and that groups
be afforded additional time to review these
issues, which really have the -- the possibility
of affecting many people, including the innocent
owners of these downgradient properties.

Thank you very much.

MR. CIANCIARULO: That's the end of my
cards.

I don't know if there are any others who
would like to speak.

MR. NATALE: Sorry for the cards.

My name is Patrick Natale. I'm the
state representative for Woburn.

I think, probably -- most of what I have

to say is, probably, backing up with what the
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mayor of Woburn, John Curran, had to speak of and
Joanna Gonsalves.

I would appeal, I guess, to the EPA to
work with the Neighborhood Association, the

Aberjona Association and potentially the peer

review group that the Woburn City Council is going

to work with.

I would think that -- I know most people

asked for about a 90 day extension, but what I
would ask is that we work closely with these
groups and that whatever time they need, that we
give it to them.

I think that these sites have been

contaminated for well over 100 years. I don't

think 30 days, 60 days, 90 days is going to make a

difference as somebody else said here.
I know that the EPA, cbviously, is on a
time schedule, but I think if, you know, the

neighborhocd asscociations and ocur environmental

group needs another 30 days, I would ask that that

be given. I know that the EPA has worked very
well over the years in the Superfund.
I live very close to New Boston Street

down at the bottom of Merrimack. I'm as close as

('Brien & Levine Court Reporting Services
888.825.DEPO(3376) * www.court-reporiing.com



Y’

7-27-2005

Industii-Plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (Including Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3) Proposed Plan Public Hearing
32

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

anybody to this project. I think, again, as many
parents are here, with the history of this site
that, you know, we must ensure the safety of -- of
this project, and I think that, you know, working
forward we need to work with everybody.

I'm also a member of Woburn's
Conservation Commission, former member, and 1
would ask that Joe LeMay specifically work with
Michael Benenate, who's to the right of me, who's
the chairman of the Conservation Commission. He
probably knows these areas as well as anybody. I
think he can be a great asset to this project.

I think that, you know, we are going
into environmental and conservation areas that are
going to be impacted, and work is going to be
done. So we want to maintain, you know, the
consistent work that the Conservation Commission
has done throughout the years in Woburn and not
allow, you know, great impact on the environment,
because there are, you know, wildlife, and there
are conservation issues as well in there.

I think that, you know, the two issues
for me, again, are the safety issues for the

public and just taking a step back and -- and
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letting, you know, these groups that want to take
a second look at the proposed final plan and let
them give their comments. I think it could be
quite helpful.

I know that, you know, they are asking
for 90 days, but I would ask that we work very
closely, and give them the time they need. I know
you guys are on a timeline, but that's pretty much
what I wanted to say.

I'm not sure if Michael is going to get
up tonight and talk --

MR. BENENATE: I am.

MR. NATALE: -- but I think that he
knows these areas as well as anybody. He has
walked you through them all, and I think he can be
a great asset, and he's the guy that you really
need to speak with about doing any work in these
areas.

So, if Michael wants to get up, I will
hand it over to him.

MR. BENENATE: T do.

MR. CIANCIARULO: He's got his card in
his hand. Okay.

MR. BENENATE: I'm also speaking as a
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private citizen.

I have concerns. There's nothing --
nothing --

MR. CIANCIARULO: Michael Benenate for
the record.

MR. BENENATE: Nothing in the plan
discusses the safe handling of the contaminated
soils, you know, once you dredge them out, how you
handle, them how you store them, how you ship
them. There’'s nothing in your plan on that.

The other thing is the location and
design of replicated areas. You talk about in the
plan replicated -- you're going to be doing
downstream, other wetlands areas adding to the --
adding to the wetlands areas, but you have no
locations; you have no plans on that.

Planting schemes, I know that's down the
road, but nothing is mentioned about planting
scheme for replicated areas, and alsc how long the
replicated areas may be monitored, you know, two
years, three years, five years. It takes a while
to -- to make sure that these areas actually
become viable.

Another little interesting issue.
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There's nothing mentioned about if you come across

an archeological site. I personally think you may

come across a native American site if you're
digging arcund the cranberry bog area, and you
don't have any -- any plans -- contingency plans

mentioned in your plan on something like that.

And like Representative Natale said, the

Conservation Commission in our discussions and

meetings are looking forward to having you people

come in front of us to start discussing your plans

and options, also, and you can make arrangements
by calling the office and coming in informally
right at any time that you'd like to. That's it.

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Just state your name
and affiliation.

MR. CIRIELLO: John Ciriello. I'm the
Ward 6 Alderman up in North Woburn and also a
member of the Aberjona Study Coalition.

I'd like to also request the 90 day
extension period that the Woburn City Council has
requested, and I think it's very important te
spend a little extra time on this to -- to review

all the material.
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The first question is the source of
contaminants north of the cofferdam. I think it's
great that everything south is going to be
improved as far as contamination moving off-site,
but what happens to the actual source of all of
the contamination? Is it geoing to remain in place
forever? Is there -- is there going to be a
concern later on sometime in the future with
whatever will be removed?

The second question is, is there a
backup plan to the backup plan of the bypass of
the cofferdam? What if that fails? Where does --
where does the water go? Does it go sideways?
Does it go intoc properties, residential and
commercial? I just want to know if there's backup
to the backup.

Thanks.

MR. MENEY: Good evening. For the
record, my name is Paul Meney. I'm the executive
director of the Woburn Business Association.

I, too, would go on record as being in
favor of the extension of time. I say that,
because the fact is it's a learning process for a

lot of people, including myself.
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I can remember the last time I talked to

Joe LeMay, which was probably six or seven months

ago, and I, for one, did not know that there was a

Industrial-plex Site 2. I always dealt with one
on the other side of 128, and so I, for one, did
not know that you came on this side over to Salem

Street, including G&H Wells and back up 93.

But, with that being said, Woburn is the

focal point as much as Wilmington and/or

Winchester and/or Medford. We are the focal point

of this ongoing situation. I won't use the woxrd
problem. Ongoing situation. And every time that
you or the news media brings up problems in --

whether it's the Aberjona River, whether it's the
Industrial-plex Site or whether it's the capping

of a dump -- there seems to be an element that

remembers those days of a dark cloud over the City

of Woburn, which the mayor had alluded to, going
back in to the late '70s.

So I -- it's imperative for you to make
sure that everything is said, is said correctly,

that everything is done -- under your agency is

done correctly and that all of the information, no

matter how good or bad it is, is disseminated
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without any question.

Lastly, there are a tremendous amount of
people that not only own property in this area and
pay very, very good taxes to this community, and
there is a tremendous amount of people that come
to work here every day, and there are also people
that live in this vicinity. All of those -- all
of those sometimes ask questions not only of me,
but of other city officials, and every time we
mention about our hazardous waste problem, we
sometimes scare the heck out of people when we say
it, and a lot of people that come into this
community ask the question, How safe is Woburn?
How safe is our drinking water?

There are many times that people want to
know where is the hazardous waste that was taken
out through those hundred plus acres up around the
Anderson Transporation. What is that air chamber
house on top of the hill by the Anderson
Transportation Center?

I've gone into Arquile many times, now
Raytheon. There are employees there that ask
those questions.

So I say this to you: Make sure that
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you get out as much information as you can. Do
not -- and I emphasize that -- do not hold

anything back from the general public or the

community officials. I'm not saying that that was

done in the past, but I think in some cases, it
was.

Thank you.

MR. MEDEIROS: For the record, my name
is Paul Medeiros. I am the president of Woburn
City Council.

To me, it's an issue of fairness and
openness to the communities, not Jjust Woburn, but
Winchester and Wilmington, éll the contiguocus
communities to the City.

EPA and DEP had over 16 years to review

and study and come up with this plan, and you give

the cities, the residents, the businesses 30, now

60 days to come up and comment on this. I think

it’s just wrong. I don't know if six months would

be enough to comment.
I've seen the volumes of information

that you people send to us, and with -- without

proper manpower, I don't think we can sensibly and

openly answer what you've given us. I just -- I
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don't think we have the expertise on-board.

We have some very good people in this
city. We have some very good engineers, and I
Just don't think that we have the people that are
capable of getting the answers to the -- to our
communities that we need.

I'm, obviously, concerned with the plan,
the impact and the end result on Woburn, our
future health and our community.

There's no doubt an issue, but the City,
ocour residents, our business owners, they need --
they need answers. They need assure -- they need
assurances that this is the right thing to do, the
right way to go about it and the best way to
proceed using proven methods and that the end
result puts that -- this whole issue finally
behind us.

I happen to live in the Wells G&H
Superfund Site. When I bought my home, I was
naive. I didn't know what was around me. You
know, they say buyer beware. So I learned every
possible thing I could, which is why I got
involved in politics.

This project clearly needs peer review.
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We've requested it. I think the communities
deserve it, and I'm asking the EPA to do the right
thing.

TOSC I don't think is the right thing,
and I don't think it's any secret that the City is
looking for peer review.

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Others wishing to
comment?

MS. BARRY: Yes. Thank you. I'm sorry.

Kathy Barry again, president of Aberjona
Study Coalition.

Again, I believe that the Aberjona Study
Coalition wrote a letter, a formal request for an
extension to October 1lst, and I just want to go on
record this evening to say that we are -- we would
like that to be adhered to as well.

Thank you.

MR. CIANCIARULO: Okay. If there are no
others. ..

Thank you for participating in the
meeting. Remember, I've heard a lot requests for
extension, but as we stand right now, the comment

period closes on August 3lst.
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Comments can be provided in writing by a
variety of methods that Joe mentioned, fax,
e-mail, address mail.

The hearing is officially closed. Thank
you all for coming.

(Whereupon the hearing

concluded at 8:00 p.m.)
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I, Valerie Rae Johnston, Registered
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foregoing transcript, Volume I, is a true and
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US EPA New England
Superfund Document Management System
Image Target Sheet

SDMS Document ID #237563

Site Name: INDUSTRI-PLEX

File Number:
Purpose of Target Sheet:
[ 1 Oversized [ T Color

[X] Non-Paper Media [ ] Other (Provide purpose below)

Document Type this Target Sheet Replaces:
[ ] Map [ 1 Photograph [1] Graph/Chart

[ ] Video [ X ] Compact Disk [] Other (Specify
below)

Description or Comments: Industri-Plex Superfund Site-Proposed Plan

Public Hearing

[ ] Stored outside site file [ X] Available in PDF

To View This Document, Please Use the PDF CDs Included in this
Collection, or Contact the EPA New England Superfund Records and
Information Center — Telephone (617) 918 1440



H

|

|

A

SDMS DoclD 2371872
Joe Lemay/R1/USEPA/LS Te FITWALKER1@aol.com )
08/16/2005 07:39 AM cc Angela Bonarrigo/R1/USEPA/US@EPA .
bee o EUE e

)

2 E

. i
Subject Re: Question For You - Informationf ] ¢

RETE el . g-f -
' o7 :’! & o
No. The design stage of the superfund cleanup process for Industri-plex OU-2 (and including Wells G&H
OU-3) will occur after the Record of Decision.

Joe-

FITWALKER1@aol.com

FITWALKER 1@aol.com

cC

Subject Question For You - Information

Jog,

is there information available for review beyond what was made availabie at your website and through
meetings?

If there is information available (for example design pians) how can it be obtained and or accessec?

Thanks
Linda



Joe Lemay /R1/USEPA/US To design@cummings.com * % & 7 mmmu“mmm’lmww
08/16/2006 07:34 AM oo Angela Bonarrigo/R1/USEPAUS@EPA  SDMS D0cID 237183

bcec  Bob Cianciarulo/R1/USEPA/US@EPA; John
Beling/R1/USEPA/US@EPA,; bullardg@ttnus.com
Subject Re: EPA June 30th Proposed Plan Meeting follow-up

Mr. Greg Flaherty, Cummings Properties:

Based upon the address information you provided yesterday, 330 Washington
Street is a property situated off of Washington Street just north of the
intersection with Cedar Street. The back (west side) of this property butts up
to the access road leading to the Mass Rifle Association. This property would
not be subject to institutional controls for Industri-plex Operable Unit 2
{and including Wells G&H Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River Study} based upon the
June 2005 Preoposed Plan.

Sincerely,
Joseph F. LeMay

Remedial Project Manager
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration

Greg Flaherty

<designécummings

. Com> TO
Joe Lemay/R1/USEPA/USEEPA

08/15/2005 02:41 cc

PM

Subject
Re: EPA June 30th Proposed Plan
Meeting follow-up

Mr. Joseph F. LeMay

Thank you for yvour response.
Regarding Item-1, the legal address for 500 West Cummings Park is "330
Washington Street, Woburn, MA."

Sincerely,
Gregory Flaherty, P.E.



—————— Original Message -~---

From: <Lemay.Joe@epamaill.epa.gov>

To: <design@cummings.com>

Cc: <Bonarrigo.Angela@epamail.epa.gov>

Sent: Monday, August 15, 2005 9:10 AM

Subject: Fw: EPA June 30th Proposed Plan Meeting follow-up

v

(Greg Flaherty, Cummings Properties

Below is a response to your July 8, 2005, email {follow-up to your
gquestions posed during the EPA June 30th Proposed Plan Meeting):

1) 500 Cummings Park is not an address that the Woburn Assessors
databage recognizes. The database requires either the specific
propertcy

> address,the map/lot number, or the tax account number. Please provide
> this information or a map illustrating the location of the property.
>

> 2) Institutional Controls are described on page 4 of the Proposed
Plan.

> Also, the institutional controls for the preferred alternatives are
> Zurther described on page 4-8 (SS-2), page 4-13 (SUB-2), page 4-18

> {GW-2), and 4-36 (DS-2) in the June 2005 Feasibility Study (FS). As
> indicated in the FS, the "operative depthg" are 0-3 feet for *S8"
areas

> (aka surface soils} and 3-15 feet for "SUB" areas (aka subsurface

> s0ils).

>

> Further details of the institutional controls will be established
during

the remedial degign.

V VYV VY Y

>
>
> Sincerely,
>
>

> Joseph F. LeMay

> Remedial Project Manager

> Dffice of Site Remediation and Restoration

>

-

>

> Greg Flaherty

> <design@cummings

> .com>

To

> Joe Lemay/R1/USEPA/USEEPA
> 07/08/2005 02:39

cc

> BM Angela Bonarrigo/R1/USEPA/USEEPA
>

Subject

Re: EPA June 30th Proposed Plan
Meeting follow-up

VV VYV VYVY



Thank you wvery much for your response.
I would like some additional information on two other issues:

1) Is 500 West Cummings Park located within the boundaries for any
Institutional Controls? If so, which ones?

2) What is the nature of the restrictions on excavation in any of the
*controlled areas" affecting the properties I have inquired about?
Specifically, what would be the operative depths at which restrictions
would apply? What is the nature cof the restrictions?

Thank vyou,
~Gregory Flaherty, P.E.

VYV YV V VYV VY VYV VYVYYYY Y Y Y YY

v

————— Original Message -----

> From: <Lemay.Joefepamail.epa.gov>

> To: <design@cummings.com>

> Cc: <Bonarrigo.Angelaf@epamail.epa.gov>
> Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2005 1:55 PM
> Subject: EPA June 30th Proposed Plan Meeting follow-up
>

>

>

>

>

> Gregory Flattery, Cummings Properties:

>

> At the end of EPA's June 30, 2005, Proposed Plan information
meeting,
> » you asked whether the following five properties were inside or
outside
=
> » of EPA proposed institutional controls area for surface and
suossurface

-

> > 501ls alternatives S55-2 and SUB-2. The Woburn's Assessor Database
has

>

> > been reviewed, and a response has been provided after each property
> » address.

> >

> > 1} 12 Cabect Road; Assessor Map Code 150102: Both surface (85-2) and
> > subsurface soil (SUB-2) alternatives would apply to this address;

> >

> > 2) 35 Cabot Road; Assessor Map Code 150105: None of theses

> alternatives

> > apply to this address;

> >

> > 3) 10 Commerce Way; Assessor Map Code 200102: Both surface (85-2)

@
=)
o

-3

> » subsurface soil {(SUB-2) alternatives would apply to this address;
> >

> » 4) 18 Commerce Way: No address exists in Woburn's Assessor
database.

> > EPA would need more information from Cummings Properties regarding



the

MY VY VYV VY Y Y YV Y Y Y

specific location of this property; and

5) 34 Commerce Way: Assessor Map Code 200104: Subsurface soil
alternative (SUB-2) would apply to this address.

Please let me know if you have any further questions.
Joseph F. LeMay, PE

Remedial Project Manager
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
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COMMITTEES:
SENATOR ROBERT A. HAVERN FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE (CHAIR)

ASSISTANT MAJORITY WHIP POST AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT

4TH MIDDLESEX DISTRICT TAXATION
RooM 109D, STATE HOUSE .
TEL. 817 722-1432 ’
August 22,2005 RECEIVED
AUG

Robert Varney 29 2005

Regional Administrator

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: EPA’s Draft Feasibility Study for Aberjona River (Industri-plex and Wells G&H
Federal Superfund Sites)

Dear Mr. Varney:

I am writing to request your immediate and personal assistance in addressing the requests
related to the draft Feasibility Study for the Aberjona River (the “Draft FS”) set forth in
the attached July 21, 2005 letter to you from the Woburn City Council.

The Woburn City Council, the local community group (Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.)
and many other have requested additional time to review the complex clean-up plan
proposed by the EPA. Their requests are completely reasonable, particularly considering
the lack of any imminent human health threat, at least according to EPA’s own studies.
Since industry has had over one hundred years to contaminate the river, and EPA has had
more than fifteen years to study the river, I am sure you would agree that this community
deserves more than sixty days to review the final clean up plan.

Furthermore, as requested in my last letter to you of July 25, 2002, as well as in the
attached letter from the Woburn City Council, EPA must ensure that the City of Woburn
has the necessary funding and access to the appropriate technical resources needed to
assist the City in its review of the Draft FS. In your July 30, 2002 response to the City
Council, you agreed to consider their request for external peer review if so requested.
Since the EPA-established deadline for public comment is August 31, 2005, I must urge
you to move quickly to consider their July 21, 2005 good faith request to you for re-
consideration of external peer review. Thank you in advance for honoring your promise

in that regard.

TNDusTET- 65y
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Lastly, I would like to re-visit your original commitment to an open, public and
transparent process. There appears to be a great deal of apparent confusion about the
EPA’s proposed plan, a number of requests for more time to look at it and “surprise” (at
least based on feedback from some of my constituents) by what EPA has proposed,
suggesting that the process and communications are not, in fact, open or transparent. The
success of what has been accomplished at the Industri-plex Site is largely the result of
collaboration of all three levels of government and the public and private sectors. 1 must
urge you to personally get involved, Mr. Varney, to re-instate the dialogue that was once
the cornerstone of what has been and can be accomplished in Woburn, Massachusetts.
Perhaps EPA should consider meeting informally with officials from the City of Woburn,
the community, major impacted landowners, and other stakeholders. 1 would be happy to

facilitate such a meeting.

Please do not hesitate to call me with any questions. Thank you in advance for your
assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

/ /
! g’{ 44(2 5:?5?\4\/"/\"\_

ROBERT A. HAVERN, State Senator
Fourth Middlesex District

Attachments
Cc:  Woburn City Councilors:
President Paul Medeiros, Alderman, Ward 5
Alderman Charles E. Doherty, Ward 1
Alderman James E. McSweeney, Ward 2
Alderman Scott D. Galvin, Alderman Ward 3
Alderman William N. Booker, Ward 4
Alderman John A. Ciriello, Ward 6
Alderman Thomas L. McLaughlin, Ward 7
Alderman-at-Large Paul J. Denaro
Alderman-at-Large Joanna Gonsalves
State Representative Jay R. Kaufman
The Honorable John Curran, Mayor, City of Woburn
The Honorable Edward Markey, US House of Representatives
The Honorable Edward Kennedy, US Senate
Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.
Thomas Alperin — National Development
Susan Brand —~ Cummings Properties
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Robert W. Varney .
Regional Administrator, New England Office

EPA New England, Region 1

1 Congress St. Suite 1100 —_— - ;
Boston, MA 02114-2023 o a (I;mlm?.m?(‘ ¥
.0
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L

Dear Administrator Varney:

I'am forwarding to you a copy of a correspondence from the Aberjona Study Coalition
requesting that the EPA grant a 90 extension to the comment period for remedial draft reports
regarding the Aberjona River Watershed.

It is the desire of this office to be responsive to all inquiries and communications, [
respectfully ask for your assistance in resolving the issues outlined in the attached

correspondence.

In addition to sending a Tesponse to the Aberjona Study Coalition’s correspondence, |
respectfully ask that you please convey a copy of your letter to Tyke Crowley of my Boston

office
I thank you for your cooperation in this matter.
efely,

John F. IEen'y

United States Senathr
Enciosures:
The Aberjona Study Coalition’s Correspondence
JFK/fhe

aw htm-ﬁwww%nma.gnvhkenyl

+ PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc
10 North Maple Street
Woburn MA 01801-1407

www.aberjonastudy.org
(781) 935-2438 email info@aberjonastudy.org
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Congressman Edward J. Markey
5 High Street

Suite 101

Medford, MA 02155

Subject:

Draft Final MSGRP Remedial Investigation Report Industri-Plex Site/Wells G&H
Draft Final Feasibility Study:Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study June 30 2005
Proposed Plan Industri-Plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (including Wells G

& H Operable Unit 3) Woburn, MA

Dear Congressman Markey:

We, the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. are writing to you to request that you use the
power and influence of your office to convince the EPA that a 90 day extension to the
comment period for the above reports is necessary. To date the EPA has extended the
comment period for only an additional 30 days to August 31, 2005,

{————The-Aberjona Stady Coalition; inc. (ASC) 15 an organizafion of SiX communify groups:
Woburn Neighborhood Association, Inc., Mystic River Watershed Association, Friends
of the Upper Mystic Lake, Concerned Citizens Network, Woburn Residents
Environmental Network and Medford Boat Club retEresenting over 225,000 residents who
are affected by the Aberjona Watershed from the 7° Congressional District.

On July 2, 2005 The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. formally requested an extension to
the 30-day comment period for the Draft Final Feasibility Study; MSGRP Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study issued on June 30, 2005 as well as the Proposed Plan
listed above.

Due to the complexity of the reports, we the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. believe that
the EPA comment period from July 1, 2005 through August 31, 2005 is unacceptable.
Speaking on behalf of the average person residing along the Aberjona River Watershed it
1s impossible to review and comment on 12 volumes: Industri-Plex Site Multiple Source
Groundwater Response Plan Remedial Investigation Report Operable Unit 2 which
contains 3,551 KB with links to 217 additional PDF files including the Draft Final




Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan which was just released on June 30, 2005 as listed |
on the EPA Website: www.epa.gov/ne/superfund/sites/industriplex and

www.epa. gov/ne/superfund/sites/wellsgh

The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. in conjunction with our Technical Advisors from

Cambridge Environmental, Inc. urge you to request an extension to the comment period o

- for the Draft Final Feasibility Study: Reniedial Tivestigation/Feasibility Study as well as’

the Proposed Plan. e S I

Sincerely,

inda A. Raymond, Treasuret
Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.

Ce:
Congressman Edward M. Kennedy
Congressman John F. Kerry
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August 24, 2005 S oy
T Franklin G. Stearns
617.951.9275
Fax: 617.261.3175
Joseph F. LeMay fstearns@kIng.com

Remedial Project Manager
US EPA New England
One Congress Street

Suite 1100 (HBO)

Boston, MA 02114-2023

Re: Comment by New England Plastics Corporation on Industri-plex
Operable Unit 2 (including Wells G&H Operable Unit 3), Woburn, MA

Dear Mr. LeMay:

This letter responds to your request for public comment on your June 30, 2005
Notification of Potentially Interested Party of EPA’s Forthcoming Proposed Cleanup Plan for
the Industri-plex Superfund Site, Operable Unit-2, and including Wells G&H Superfund Site,
Operable Unit-3, Aberjona River Study, Woburn, Massachusetts.

New England Plastics Corporation is an interested party because it is performing
response actions at its own property at 310 Salem Street, Wobum, MA pursuant to the Wells
G&H First Operable Unit Consent Decree with US EPA and other interested parties dated
September 24, 1990,

Our understanding from review of the Proposed Plan for Wells G&H Operator Unit 3 is
that EPA is propoesing to excavate, dewater, and transport/dispose off-site approximately 2,100
cubic yards of arsenic-contaminated sediments from the Aberjona River wetland area proximate
to Wells G&H. Institutional controls are also proposed for the deeper impacted sediments in this
area.

With regard to arsenic and its relation with the New England Plastics site, we offer the
following information:

e Arsenic is not nor has ever been used in any manufacturing processes conducted by
New England Plastics or its former tenant.

BOS-890874 v3
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Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Nicholson Graham ue

Joseph F. LeMay
August 24, 2005

Page 2

The New England Plastics property is not adjacent to the wetlands area and there is
no known contaminant pathways via surface run-off, storm water drains, or
subsurface utilities for direct discharge from the property to the wetlands.

Groundwater flow across the New England Plastics property is in a southerly
direction; whereas, the impacted wetlands area proposed for excavation is located
northwest of the New England Plastics property (e.g., wetlands are cross—gradient).

Groundwater at the New England Plastics site has been sampled for arsenic analyses
on two separate occasions. In June 1988, two wells (EPA-1 and EPA-2) were
sampled for arsenic by EPA contractors and the results indicated that concentrations
were below maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). Groundwater was recently
sampled in July 2005 from well couplets (overburden and shallow bedrock) NEP-
101/NEP-101B and EPA-1/NEP-106B using low flow sampling techniques and
analyzed for total arsenic. All samples were reported as non-detected below the
laboratory’s minmimum reporting limit of 8 micrograms per liter (ug/l), which is below
the MCL of 10 ug/l.

Our reading of the Proposed Clean Up Plan suggests that all other actions being
considered for these Operable Units relate to either the Industri-Plex site or other properties not
previously parties to the Wells G&H Operable Unit 1 Consent Decree,

We hope this is helpful to you in your determination of further required actions
associated with this Proposed Clean Up Plan.

Sincerely,

)4 Lt

Frankhin G. Stearns

cc:  Michael Famiglietti, New England Plastics
Jeffrey Hamel, Woodard & Curran.
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Franklin G, Stearns

4

Kirkpatrick & Lockhart Nicholson Graham ttp
75 State Street
Boston, MA 02109-1808

Joseph F. LeMay
Remedial Project Manager
US EPA New England
One Congress Street

Suite 1100

Boston, MA 02114-2023
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Paul Medeiros To Joe Lemay/R1/USEPA/US@EPA
< i i . >
pmedeiros @sigcom.com cc "Paul Medeiros (E-mail 3)" <paulderman@prodigy.net>
08/24/2005 07:20 AM b
Please respond to ce
pmedeiros@sigcom.com Subject Fw: Kraft \

Joe o
I don't believe I got an answer from you on this. Please advise. J??gbl
Thanks

PM
————— Original Message----—-
From: Paul Medeiros [(mailto:pmedeircos@sigcom.coml
Sent: Friday, May 27, 2005 1:30 PM
To: Joe LeMay {E-mail)
Cc: Paul Medeiros (E-mail 3)
Subject: Kraft
Joe

Kraft foods on Montvale avenue / Hill Street at Rte 93 currently draws water
from Walkers pond aka Whitemore pond on Montvale Avenue. They have applied
with the DEP to draw more or a larger guantity. My guestions are: By drawing
water from the agquifers that surround this pond are they drawing or could
they be drawing any of the chemicals towards and possibly into this body of
water or aquifer? Could they also be drawing an amount of these chemicals
into their plant? If they increase the amount of draw would that draw
possibly contaminated water into the body of the water, aquifer or their
process? Lastly, there is scme concern on the impact on the water level,
health issues to humans and animals as there is no dam or any control
mechanism to keep the pond level elevated and stable. Please get back to me.
Thanks

Paul A Medeiros

City Council President

Alderman Ward 5

9 Marietta Street

Woburn, MA 01801

781-938-0297

paulderman@prodigy .net

Please check out my website at:

www.geocities.com/paulderman
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Gail French To Joe Lemay/R1/USEPAUS@EPA - S0 €8
<gail_french @hotmail .com>

08/25/2005 09:18 AM

o \1:
e .—'-n

cc
bce

Subject extension requested for Industriplex

Dear Mr. Lemay,

[ know that you have already received many requests to extend the comment period for
the Industri-plex proposed cleanup. Please add my request to that list.

| am a member of the Mystic River Watershed Association, and am that organization's
representative to the Aberjona Study Coalition. We have been very busy reviewing the
Rl and FS since they were released. As you know, ASC was awarded a TAG. We have
been working fast and furious with our consultant, Cambridge Environmental, to review
the documents. However, 60 days is simply not enough time for sufficient analysis of
such lengthy documents.

With over one hundred years of contamination and many years of EPA involvement, |
think it is only fair that you extend the deadline another 30 days, for the 80-day
comment period everyone first requested. The summer is a particularly difficult time for
a short review period because many people are on vacation.

I'm sure that you are aware of the flood studies conducted by the Corps of Engineers
and by ENSR (for FEMA). It is my understanding that the Corps study finds increased
flooding in the Aberjona River through Winchester, and the ENSR study reports
increased flooding in Halls Brook. These results are relevant to your examination of the
flood plains in Winchester and your proposed remedy in the Halls Brook area, and |
think they need to be considered.

Thank you for your consideration.
Ail the best,

Gail French

Mystic River Watershed Association and Aberjona Study Coalition
32 Garrison St, Apt 40-504

Boston, MA 02116

(617) 536-4984
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JOHN F TIERNEY
MASSACHUSETTS
August 26, 2005 OFFICE OF THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR SIXTH DISTRICT
Mr. Robert W. Vamney
Regional Administrator L
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 1 Jidit st ~Plex
One Congress Street Suite 1100 4./
Boston, MA 02114 . )
237K o)

Dear Administrator Varney:

1 am writing to express my support for the request for an extension of the public comment period
made by the Woburn City Council and other interested parties in connection with the Final Draft
Clean-up Plan for the Industri-Plex Superfund Site OU-2/Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-
3/Aberjona River (“Plan”). I have conferred with my colleague Edward Markey and join him in_
asking you to reconsider EPA’s decision to close the public comment period on August 31, 2005.

It is my understanding that the EPA and other interested parties have been investigating and
studying the Aberjona River and the related Superfund sites for over a decade. The proposed
Plan involves a $26 million clean-up that will have a significant impact on a number of Woburn
businesses and the Woburn community-at-large. Everybody acknowledges the complexity of the
issues involved and the substantial long-term impacts that the Plan will have upon the
community. I am advised that all of the interested parties — Mayor Curran, the Woburn City
Council and other community and environmental groups — that have been involved with the

process to date concur that additional time is required in order to provide them the opportunity to
adequately evaluate and comment on the Plan.

To date, the EPA has worked with all interested parties in Woburn in addressing several
Superfund related issues. Woburn city leaders and committed citizens have been engaged in the
process. I know that the EPA has gone to great lengths to assure their full participation in the
process, including the extension of the original comment period by thirty days. I respect all the

“work that has been done cooperatively to this point in time. I also respect the judgment of those

who have been so intimately involved and believe that the request for an additional extension of
time for public comment is reasonable and made in good faith. Meaningful and informed
dialogue between the EPA, the City of Woburn and all other interested parties is essential before
finalization and implementation of any remedial plan.

COMMIﬁEES
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

EDUCATION & THE WORKFORCE

SUBC ON 21ST CENTURY COMPETITIVENESS
SUBC ON EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE RELATIONS

120 CANNON HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING DEMOCRATIC STEERING & POLICY COMMITTEE 17 PEABODY SQUARE
WASHINGTON, DC 20515 PEABODY, MA 01960
(202) 225-8020 (978} 531-1669

http//iwww.house.gov/tierney Printed on recycied paper. LYNN (781) 595-7375



It is also my understanding that the City of Woburn has requested technical assistance and an
external peer review of the Plan. [ trust that the City’s request will receive the serious
consideration that it deserves. The opportunity to receive an eternal peer review and an extension
of time to submit informed comments on the proposed Plan might provide the basis for building
further unified support for the final Plan and assure full cooperation of all interested parties as
the EPA and the City move forward.

Much progress has been made on what has been a very complicated and sensitive community
challenge, I believe that by granting the requested additional extension of time for public
comment and offering the City the chance to obtain an external peer review the EPA will be
taking positive steps toward building public confidence in the process and assuring the
successful implementation of the final Plan.

Thank you for considering my comments on the matter.

Sincerely,

4
)
John F. Tierney
Member of Congress

JFT/gmb
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August 35, 2003

Mr. Robent W, Vamaey ~ - - ,-
Regional Administrator 1 M D‘J-('Te-l' f} / r X

s

LI5. Environmental Protection Agency Region ] : (/ O '
One Conaress Street, Suite 1100 .
Boston, Massachusetts 02114 } TNy

Dear Admimisirator Varney.

| am writing in strong support of the City of Woburn’s request for an extension of the comment
periad for the EPA’s proposed cleanup efforts at the Industriplex site/Wells G&H site. I concur
with Woburm’s City officials, their state house delegation and community members that more
time is needed for review and comment and 1 respectully request that vou reconsider your
decision to keep the August 31, 2005 deadline for comment as outlined in the August 5. 2005
EPA lketter o the Woburm City Council which states that the comment period would stay at 60
davs.

In addition. | support the City of Woburn's request for external peer review. In a letter sent to
the City Couneil on July 30, 2002, vou stated that the Council could request an exwernal review
for the drafi risk assessment. The City Council sent a lenter o the EPA making a request for
external peer review on July 21. 2003, It is my hope that the City's request will be honored.

The community is in agrecment that additional time is needed 1o review the proposed plan. T
have been contacted by Mavor John Curran, the Woburn City Council, the Aberjona Study
Coalition. and many other community and environmental groups in the Wobutn arca. The
Aberjona Study Coalition. despite having technical advisors for the project. is requesting
additional 1ime to fully review the proposed plan. A full review of the plan should allow the
entire comnunity 10 sland behind the actual implementation and create grealer cooperation on
the project.

Considering the complex and painful history the community of Wobum has had with Superfund.
it is important 10 not underestimare the significance of cvaluating every aspect of remediation for
the people who Hve in Wobum. While | have full faith inhe efforts of the EPA and thank vou
for extending the comment period to 60 days from the original designation of 30 days. the
community must he given a reasonable amouni of time 1o review the propoused cleanup plan.

I am also concerned that the Town of Winchester may not have been consulted on the EPAs

cleanup propoesal of the Aberjora River. 1 have worked closely with olficials from Winchester
and the 1.5, Army Corps of Engineers to miligate the flooding of the Aberjona River which

T "lmwmmmnmmﬂn
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Congressman Markey leller 10 EPA Regional Administrator Vamey
August 23, 2003
Page 2

perindically devastates Winchester homes and businesses. Since the EPA’s proposal may have
downstream consequences. could you please address whether the Town of Winchester andsor the
U.8. Army Comps of Engineers has been involved in the development of the proposal or briefed
ot the possible impacts it will have on flood mitigation efforts in Winchester.

The Aberjona River is a treasured resource in my congressional district. 1 am eagerly awaiting
its cleanup and ultimate recreational use. All of the involved parties. ineluding the EPA. agree
that we are all working towards a better Woburn and a berter Aberjona River. But, I fear that
implementation of the EPA’s cleanup plan without the suppori of the community will mar the
Iuture of the Aberjona, and the effons of the FPA (o strengthen and improve the community will
by jeopardized by the community’s suspicions of the LPA’s intent and accelerated limetable.

If you have any questions. please comtact Joe Dalton of my Medford Districe Office at (781) 396-
2900, Thank you for your assistance in this matter,

Sincerely. Q /)%_La'_

Edward I. Markey
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August 30, 2005

VIA FAX AND OVERNIGHT MAIL

Joseph LeMay

U.S. EPA

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re:  Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Industri-plex Operable Unit 2 Superfund Site
(including Wells G&H Operable Unit 3), Woburn, MA

Dear Mr. LeMay:

I am writing on behalf of MetroNorth Business Center, LL.C (“MetroNorth™), the owner of a
property located adjacent to the long established boundaries of the Industri-plex Superfund Site,
to submit comments during the Formal Public Comment Period regarding the above Proposed
Cleanup Plan.

MetroNorth is concerned that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) has
not provided property owners adequate time to review the assumptions that underlie the risk
assessments leading to the development of the Proposed Cleanup Plan. MetroNorth is also
concerned EPA has not appropriately considered all of the facts and circumstances in drafting its
Proposed Cleanup Plan, particularly the implications of requining innocent, downgradient
property owners to implement formal institutional controls.

Accordingly, MetroNorth respectfully requests that EPA extend the comment period to
allow property owners to obtain professional assistance in reviewing and understanding the data
provided by EPA in order to give an informed response regarding the selection of remedies. An
extended comment period will also allow EPA and potentially affected property owners to meet
and discuss the significant impact the Proposed Cleanup Plan and institutional controls will have
on property owners.

1. Property Owners Need More Time to Review the Data

Potentially affected property owners were only recently provided with a large and
complicated amount of data that was used to create the assumptions underlying the risk
asscssments that led to the remedies in the Proposed Cleanup Plan. The information provided is,
from a layperson’s perspective, voluminous and complex. MetroNorth and other property

Goulston & Storrs, A Professional Corporation = Boston = DC o London® s New York
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owners do not have the background and training to understand the data, assumptions or risk
assessments. MetroNorth strongly urges EPA to extend the comment period so that MetroNorth
can obtain professional guidance to allow it to provide an informed response to the Proposed
Cleanup Plan. Without professional assistance, property owners are handicapped by their lack of
training and are not able to participate fully in the selection of an appropriate remedy.

2. The Proposed Cleanup Plan Does Not Properly Consider the Interests of
Property Owners

The Proposed Cleanup Plan does not properly consider the economic impacts of the
proposed institutional controls. The sites subject to the Proposed Cleanup Plan, including
MetroNorth’s property, were not historically part of the Industri-plex Superfund Site.
MetroNorth is concerned that the Proposed Cleanup Plan will create a de facto expansion of the
Industri-plex Superfund Site, thereby stigmatizing properties and reducing property values.
Naturally, reduced property values will also negatively impact the City of Woburn’s tax base.

We cannot underscore the importance of this issue from a property value/economic
climate perspective. It is extremely difficult to attract new tenants (including office, R&D, retail,
industrial, or others) in the current market and, as a practical matter, requiring potential tenants to
consider and address additional environmental issues and the complexities of mstitutional
controls will not be helpful in attracting tenants to the City of Woburn. Based on our experience
with properties located within the boundaries of the Superfund Site, the proposed institutional
controls will lead to a significant and burdensome increase in administrative, operating,
development and transaction costs for downgradient properties that are not sources of
contamination. Institutional controls establishing a formal link between these downgradient
properties and the Industri-Plex Site will become an environmental due diligence issue requiring
input from lawyers and environmental professionals on every side of every transaction each time
a property is leased, financed, developed or sold. Prospective tenants may decide to locate
elsewhere, on properties without such environmental due diligence issues to understand and
manage.

Moreover, we do not believe that EPA has fully considered the costs and challenges of
subordinating existing property interests to the proposed institutional controls (particularly where
extsting lenders and other parties have been secure in the knowledge that these properties are
located outside of the Superfund Site). The transfer approval requirements which are set out in
the Industri-plex Consent Decree have never applied beyond the boundaries of the Superfund
Site.

3. Liability Concerns

MetroNorth is concerned that the institutional controls and de facto expansion of the
Industri-plex Superfund Site to include properties that have historically been outside of the Site
will expose property owners to liability to the government or existing responsible parties. In
order to protect these innocent downgradient property owners, EPA should offer a covenant not
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to sue and statutory contribution protection as a recognition of the liability burden and exposure
any involuntary institutional controls place on these property owners.

4. Inconsistencies with Federal and State Law

The Proposed Cleanup Plan is also inconsistent with both federal and state law and
policy. EPA has clearly stated in its “Policy Toward Owners of Property Containing
Contaminated Aquifers” that where hazardous substances “have come to be located on ot in a
property solely as a result of subsurface migration in an aquifer from a source or sources outside
the property, EPA will not take enforcement actions against the owner of such property to
require the performance of response actions or the payment of response costs.” In our opinion,
costs associated with implementing and complying with the proposed institutional controls
would be “response costs.”

The Proposed Cleanup Plan is also inconsistent with state law. Chapter 21E states that a
person shall not be liable to the Commonwealth or to any other person where a release of oil or
hazardous material has migrated in or on groundwater or surface water from an upgradient
source and has come to be located at the downgradient property. See M.G.L. ¢. 21E, Section 5D.
Moreover, Massachusetts law dees not require the implementation of environmental deed
restrictions where groundwater from an upgradient source property has impacted a so-called
“innocent” downgradient property owner. Instead, the downgradient property owner is simply
required to file a “Downgradient Property Status Submittal” pursuant to the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan. Seg 310 CMR 40.0180.

5. The Proposed Institutional Controls Lack Full Participation

The proposed institutional controls lack full participation in their creation and raise many
questions that need to be properly understood. In fact, no draft institutional controls have been
circulated to MetroNorth or other affected property owners or interested parties. MetroNorth is
concerned that there has not been enough time to review data, corresponding conclusions or the
specifics affecting each property.

One example where lack of full participation is evident is in Alternative SS-2
(Institutional Controls with Monitoring) where use of certain properties for day care is
prohibited. Many attractive tenants require on-site day care and if there had been full
participation in the Proposed Cleanup Plan and Institutional Controls, it would be evident that a
blanket prohibition is not necessary. For instance, if a daycare 1s located inside of a building
there is no exposure pathway and such use would be safe for both children and employees, We
are aware of many instances where “engineered” playgrounds have been constructed to eliminate
potential exposure pathways and allow children to safely play outside at sites with contaminated
soil. This example illustrates how a more open and participatory process can create a better
Proposed Cleanup Plan.
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6. Suggestions for a Better Approach/ Voluntary Cooperation

MetroNorth agrees with EPA’s stated goal of achieving “both short-term and long-term
protection of human health and the environment” in a “cost-effective” manner. However, we
believe this goal can be better achieved through voluntary, rather than unilateral means to
achieve specific EPA objectives. Most affected property owners own buildings that are serviced
by municipal water and use leases that do not give tenants any rights to withdraw or otherwise
use groundwater. It is simply unnecessary to make these landlord/tenant relationships subject to
burdensome regulatory requirements.

A voluntary program would also be consistent with the more collaborative approach
adopted in recent years under both federal and state Brownfields programs. In the event
groundwater contamination poses a potential risk to human health, MetroNorth urges the
government to pursue voluntary compliance methods such as voluntary deed restrictions that
would prohibit groundwater withdrawal (perhaps modeled on the MADEP’s “Activity and Use
Limitation” forms that are now familiar to lenders, tenants and environmental professionals). A
voluntary approach would lessen the stigma associated with any covered propetties, leading to
better compliance with the program, higher property values, greatly reduced transaction costs
and more tax revenue for the City of Woburn.

7. Conclusion

MetroNorth urges EPA to extend the public comment period to allow for cooperative,
and what we believe will be extremely productive, communications with the property owners
who will be affected by the proposed institutional controls. Simply put, EPA should take
advantage of the real estate expertise of the affected property owners before taking steps to
formally extend its enforcement jurisdiction beyond the traditional boundaries of the Industri-
plex Superfund Site.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me directly
at (617) 574-4041 with any questions or comments

Sincerely,
William M. Seﬁ@

cc: Thomas M. Alperin, President, National Development of New England, Inc.
John Beling, Esq., U.S. EPA
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August 30, 2005

VIA FAX AND OVERNIGHT MAIL

Joseph LeMay

U.S.EPA

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston, MA 02114

Re:  Proposed Cleanup Plan for the Industri-plex Operable Unit 2 Superfund Site
(including Wells G&H Operable Unit 3), Woburn, MA

Dear Mr. LeMay:

[ arn writing on behalf of MetroNorth Business Center, LLC (“MetroNorth™), the owner of a
property located adjacent to the long established boundaries of the Industri-plex Superfund Site,
10 submit comments during the Formal Public Comment Period regarding the above Proposed
Cleanup Plan.

MetroNorth is concemned that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA™) has
not provided property owners adequate time 10 review the assumptions that underlie the risk
assessments leading to the development of the Proposed Cleanup Plan. MetroNorth is also
concerned EPA has not appropriately considered all of the facts and circumstances in drafting its
Proposed Cleanup Plan, particularly the implications of requiring innocent, downgradient
property owners to implement formal institutional controls.

Accordingly, MetroNorth respectfully requests that EPA extend the comment period to
allow property owners to obtain professional assistance in reviewing and understanding the dara
provided by EPA in order to give an informed respense regarding the selection of remedies. An
extended comment peried will also allow EPA and portentially affected property owners to meet
and discuss the significant impact the Proposed Cleanup Plan and institutional controls will have
On property OWners.

1. Property Owners Need More Time to Review the Data

Potentially affected property owners were only recently provided with a large and
complicated amount of data that was used to create the assumptions underlying the risk
assessments that led to the remedies in the Proposed Cleanup Plan. The information provided is,
from a layperson’s perspective, voluminous and complex. MetroNorth and other property
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owners do not have the background and training to understand the dara, assumptions or risk
assessments. MetroNorth strongly urges EPA to extend the comment period so that MetroNorth
can obtain professional guidance to allow it to provide an informed response to the Proposed
Cleanup Plan. Without professional assistance, property owners are handicapped by their lack of
training and are not able to participate fully in the selection of an appropriate remedy.

2. The Proposed Cleanup Plan Does Not Properly Consider the Interests of
Property Owners

The Proposed Cleanup Plan does not properly consider the economic impacts of the
proposed institutional controls. The sites subject to the Proposed Cleanup Plan, inciuding
MetroNorth’s property, were not historically part of the Industri-plex Superfund Site.
MetroNorth is concemed that the Proposed Cleanup Plan will create a de facto expansion of the
Industri-plex Superfund Site, thereby stigmatizing properties and reducing property values.
Naturally, reduced property values will also negatively impact the City of Wobum’s tax base.

‘We cannot underscore the importance of this issue from a property value/economic
climate perspective. It is extremely difficult to attract new tenants {(including office, R&D, retail,
industrial, or others) in the current market and, as a practical matter, requiring potential tenants to
consider and address additional environmenta) issues and the complexities of institutionaf
controls will not be helpful in attracting tenants 10 the City of Wobum. Based on our experience
with properties located within the boundaries of the Superfund Site, the proposed institutional
controls will lead to a significant and burdensome increase in administrative, operating,
development and transaction costs for downgradient properties that are not sources of
contamination. Institutional controls establishing a formal link between these downgradient
properties and the Industri-Plex Site will become an environmental due diligence issue requiring
input from lawyers and environmenta] professionals on every side of every transaction each time
a property is leased, financed, developed or sold. Prospective tenants may decide to locate
elsewhere, on properties without such environmental due diligence issues to understand and
manage.

Moreover, we do not believe that EPA has fully considered the costs and challenges of
subordinating existing property interests to the proposed institutional controls (particularly where
existing lenders and other parties have been secure in the knowledge that these properties are
located outside of the Superfund Site). The transfer approval requirements which are set out in
the Industri-plex Consent Decree have never applied beyond the boundaries of the Superfund
Site.

3. Liability Concerns

MetroNorth is concerned that the institutional controls and de facto expansion of the
Industri-plex Superfund Site to include properties that have historically been outside of the Site
will expose property owners 1o liability 1o the govermment or existing responsible parties. In
order 1o protect these innocent downgradient property owners, EPA should offer a covenant not
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to sue and statutory contribution protection as a recognition of the liability burden and exposure
apy involuntary institutional controls place on these property owners.

4. Inconsistencies with Federal and State Law

The Proposed Cleanup Plan is also inconsistent with both federal and state law and
policy. EPA has clearly stated in its “Policy Toward Owners of Property Containing
Contaminated Aquifers” that where hazardous substances “have come to be located on orin a
property solely as a result of subsurface migrarion in an aquifer from a source or sources outside
the property, EPA will not take enforcement actions against the owner of such property to
require the performance of response actions or the payment of response costs.” In our opinion,
costs associated with implementing and complying with the proposed institutional controls
would be “response costs.”

The Proposed Cleanup Plan is also inconsistent with state law. Chapter 21E states that a
person shall not be liable to the Commonwealth or to any other person where a release of oil or
hazardous material has migrated in or on groundwater or surface water from an upgradient
source and has come to be located at the downgradient property. See M.G.L. c. 21E, Section 5D.
Moreover, Massachusetts law does not require the implementation of environmental deed
restrictions where groundwater from an upgradient source property has impacted a so-called
“innocent” downgradient property owner. Instead, the downgradient property owner is simply
required to file a “Downgradient Property Status Submittal” pursuant to the Massachusetts
Contingency Plan. See 310 CMR 40.0180.

5. The Proposed Institutional Controls Lack Full Participation

The proposed institutional controls lack full participation in their creation and raise many
questions that need to be properly understood. In fact, no draft institutional controls have been
circulated to MetroNorth or other affected property owners or interested parties. MetroNorth is
concerned that there has not been enough time to review data, corresponding conclusions or the
specifics affecting each property.

Omne example where lack of full participation is evident is in Alternarive SS-2
(Institurional Controls with Monitoring) where use of certain properties for day care is
prohibited. Many attractive tenants require on-site day care and if there had been full
participation in the Proposed Clcanup Plan and Institutional Controls, it would be evident that a
blanket prohibition is not necessary. For instance, if a daycare is located inside of a building
there is no exposure pathway and such use would be safe for both children and employees. We
are aware of many instances where “engineered” playgrounds have been constructed to eliminate
potential exposure pathways and allow children to safely play outside at sites with contaminated
soil. This examnple illustrates how a more open and participatory process can create a beter
Proposed Cleanup Plan.
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6. Suggestions for a Better Approach/ Voluntary Cooperation

MetroNorth agrees with EPA’s stated goal of achieving “both short-term and long-term
protection of human health and the environment” in a “cost-effective” manner. However, we
believe this goal can be better achieved through voluntary, rather than unilateral means to
achieve specific EPA objectives. Most affected property owners own buildings that are serviced
by municipal water and use leases that do not give tenants any rights to withdraw or otherwise
use groundwater. It is simply unnecessary to make these landlord/tenant relationships subject to
burdensome regulatory requirements.

A voluntary program would also be consistent with the more collaborative approach
adopted in recent years under both federal and state Brownfields programs. In the event
groundwater contamination poses a potential risk to human health, MetroNorth urges the
govermment to pursue voluntary compliance methods such as voluntary deed restrictions that
would prohibit groundwater withdrawal (perhaps modeled on the MADEP’s “Activity and Use
Limitation” forms that are now familiar 1o lenders, tenants and environmental professionals). A
voluntary appreach would lessen the stigma associaled with any covered properties, leading to
better compliance with the program, higher property values, greatly reduced transaction costs
and more tax revenue for the City of Wobum.

7. Conclusion

MetroNorth urges EPA to extend the public comment period to allow for cooperative,
and what we believe will be extremely productive, communications with the property owners
who will be affected by the proposed institutional controls. Simply put, EPA should take
advantage of the real estate expertise of the affected property owners before taking steps to
formally extend its enforcement jurisdiction beyond the tradirional boundaries of the Industri-
plex Superfund Site.

Thank you for your artention 1o this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me directly
at (617) 574-4041 with any questions or comments

Sincerely,

William M. Seuch

ce: Thomas M. Alperin, President, Nariona! Development of New England. Inc.
John Beling, Esq., U.S. EPA
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August 30, 2005

BY HAND

Joseph F. LeMay

Remedial Project Manager

US EPA - New England

One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (mail code: HBO)
Boston, MA 02144-2023

Re:  Industri-plex Site, Woburmn, MA (the "Stte")
Propesed Plan - Second Operable Unit ("OU2")

Dear Mr. LeMay:

1 am writing to you on behalf of Atlantic Avenue Associates, Inc., The Welles Company,
Aero Realty Trust and Nordraer Realty Trust, all Settlers under the Consent Decree filed in Civil
Action Nos. 89-0195-MC and 89-0196-MC (the "Consent Decree"). We have reviewed the
correspondence from United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) dated June 30,
2005 and the enclosed Proposed Plan for Operable Unit No. 2 (“OU2”) at the Industri-plex Site
(the “Site™).

As you are no doubt aware, our clients have been involved in the assessment and
remediation activities at the site since the mid-1980’s, and have been living with the lengthy and
sometimes difficult construction activities conducted on and around their respective propertics to
implement the remedy required by the 1989 Consent Decree. Even now the final certification
process for the construction of the cap has vet to be completed, and our clients have had to
operate their businesses in the shadow of the superfund stigma, addressing legal issues which
arise in the course of financing and working with the interim institutional controls as they
continue to operate their businesses. The new Proposed Plan appears to have substantially
expanded the boundaries of the existing Industri-plex site to include significant new areas of
Woburn, including areas which previously were part of the Wells G and H Superfund Site in
Woburn. New work proposed includes in-situ bioremediation of groundwater, periodic sediment
dredging, surface water aeration, the construction of new stormwater control structures and a
cofferdam in the HBHA pond, as well as new institutional controls, presumably both within and
outside the Industri-plex site.

As an imtial matter, it is not clear that EPA can propose work of this nature and
magnitude, which extends far beyond the designated boundaries of the Industri-plex Site under

Nutter McClennen & Fish LLP = Attorneys at Law
World Trade Center West = 155 Seaport Boulevard = Boston, MA 02210-2604 & 617-439-2000 = Fax: 617-310-9000 = www.nutter.com
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CERCLA and the NCP without significant additional administrative procedure. Further,
although there has been notice to at least the landowners and Settlers in the Industri-plex Site,
and general public notice in Woburn, it is not apparent from the record that all of the property
owners and tenants of land potentially affected by the proposed work, and the possible
responsibilities associated with it, have been involved in the process as required by CERCLA.
These procedural matters should be given appropriate scrutiny to ensure that the requirements of
CERCLA are satisfied.

Further, the human health and ecological risk assessments conducted in connection with
the proposed work suggest that there is no current human health risk associated with the
contamination, and the only potential future health risks appear to be of the type that are
customarily managed through the application of Activity and Use Limitations (AUL) or
voluntary measures which could avoid the imposition of a CERCLA institutional control under a
Consent Decree or Administrative Order, to address exposure to sediments. In addition,
although the details of the suggested groundwater institutional controls have not been described,
there is nothing to suggest that additional institutional controls are necessary to fulfill the
described objectives of the Proposed Plan, at least with respect to groundwater conditions. As
the DEP has no doubt explained, under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP),
downgradient property owners are not subject to deed restrictions or other specific recorded
controls to address potential exposure nsk during the groundwater remediation process. At the
Site, it appears that the benzene plume originates from the West Hide Pile area, upgradient of the
commercial propertics on Atlantic Avenue and Commerce Way. While our clients would
consider the implementation of voluntary restrictions on groundwater use during the pendency
of groundwater remediation, it does not appear that mandatory institutional controls are
necessary to address the existing groundwater conditions on the Site.

It appears from our review of the Proposed Plan that none of the construction work
recommended therein will take place on land owned by any of the entities listed above, other
than the imposition of institution controls and possible nstallation of monitoring wells.
Moreover, none of these entities are responsible for the historic benzene and arsenic
contamination on the Site, which the EPA has previously ascribed to be the possible result of
“midnight dumping” when the area was uncontrolled in the 1960°s and 1970’s . Based on these
factors, EPA and DEP should not look to these Settlers for contribution or performance of any
work in connection with the proposed remediation.

Michael A. Leon

cC: Anna Mayor, MA DEP
John Beling, Esq., US EPA
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STATE HOUSE., BOSTOMN 02132-1063

COMMITTEES:
SENATOR ROBERT A. HAVERM FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE (CHAIR)
ASSISTANT MAJCAITY WHIP POST AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT
4TH MIDDLESEX DiSTRICT TAXATION
Room 1090, STATE HOUSE
TeL. 617 F22-1432
August 31, 2005
l N LT Y ‘
;Ioieph F._ LeMay ‘ . - (Mli_)lf i f{'ﬁﬁ e
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency e Y [
One Congress Street : 27(02 T
Suite 1100 (HBO) 3 PV

Boston, MA 02114

RE: Public Comments Regarding the EPA Draft Feasibility Studv/Proposed
Clean-up Plan for the Industri-plex Superfund Site {Operable Unit-2),

Including Wells G & H Superfund Site (Operable Unit-3). Woburn, MA

Dear Mr. LeMay:

I am submitting the attached letter of August 22, 2005 into the formal record of public comments
for the above-referenced Draft Feasibility Study. Since the EPA is clearly unable or unwilling to
respond to my letter in a timely manner (before the agency’s own deadline of today, August 31,
2005), I am entering my concerns into the public record, and further requesting that:

(1) EPA immediately grant the City of Woburn reasonable opportunity, including the time and
resources, to meaningfully review and comment on the Draft Feasibility Study and a meeting
to begin a dialogue with all affected stakeholders; and/or

(2) At a minimum, EPA provide a complete, honest, written response to each of the points
outlined in the attached letter.

After working in this community for almost twenty five years, I believe the EPA owes Woburn
significantly more than the absolute minimum, but surely the agency would not deny them that.

Sincerely,

ROBERT A. HAVERN, State Senator
Fourth Middlesex District
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Woburn City Councilors:
President Paul Medeiros, Alderman, Ward 5
Alderman Charles E. Doherty, Ward 1
Alderman James E. McSweeney, Ward 2
Alderman Scott D. Galvin, Alderman Ward 3
Alderman William N. Booker, Ward 4
Alderman John A. Ciriello, Ward 6
Alderman Thomas L. McLaughlin, Ward 7
Alderman-at-Large Paul J. Denaro
Alderman-at-Large Joanna Gonsalves

State Representative Jay R. Kaufman

The Honorable John Curran, Mayor, City of Woburn

The Honorable Edward Markey, US House of Representatives

The Honorable Edward Kennedy, US Senate

Aberjona Study Coalition, Inec.

Thomas Alperin — National Development

Dennis Clarke — Cummings Properties

Susan Brand — Cummings Properties

Robert Varney — US EPA — Region 1

Daily Times Chronicle

Woburn Advocate
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STATE HMOUSE BOSTON O2133-10B3

COMMITTEES:
SENATOR ROBERT A. HAVERN FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE |CHAIR)
ASSISTANT MAJORITY WHIP POST AUDIT AND OVERSIGHT

4TH MIDDLESEX DIiSTRICT TAXATION
RoOM 1090, STATE HouSE
TEL. 817 722-1432

August 22, 2005

Robert Varmey

Regional Administrator

One Congress Street, Suite 1100
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

RE: EPA’s Draft Feasibility Study for Aberjona River (Industri-plex and Wells G&H
Federal Superfund Sites)

Dear Mr. Varney:

I am writing to request your immediate and personal assistance in addressing the requests
related to the draft Feasibility Study for the Aberjona River (the “Draft FS”) set forth in
the attached July 21, 2005 letter to you from the Woburn City Council.

The Woburmn City Council, the local community group (Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.)
and many other have requested additional time to review the complex clean-up plan
proposed by the EPA. Their requests are completely reasonable, particularly considering
the lack of any imminent human health threat, at least according to EPA’s own studies.
Since industry has had over one hundred years to contaminate the river, and EPA has had
more than fifteen years to study the river, [ am sure you would agree that this community
deserves more than sixty days to review the final clean up plan.

Furthermore, as requested in my last letter to you of July 25, 2002, as well as in the
attached letter from the Woburn City Council, EPA must ensure that the City of Woburn
has the necessary funding and access to the appropriate technical resources needed to
assist the City in its review of the Draft FS. In your July 30, 2002 response to the City
Council, you agreed to consider their request for external peer review if so requested.
Since the EPA-established deadline for public comment is August 31, 2005, I must urge
you to move quickly to consider their July 21, 2005 good faith request to you for re-
consideration of extermal peer review. Thank you in advance for honoring your promise
in that regard.



Lastly, T would like to re-visit your original commitment to an open, public and
transparent process. There appears to be a great deal of apparent confusion about the
EPA’s proposed plan, a number of requests for more time to look at it and “surprise™ (at
least based on feedback from some of my constituents) by what EPA has proposed,
suggesting that the process and communications are not, in fact, open or transparent. The
success of what has been accomplished at the Industri-plex Site is largely the result of
collaboration of all three levels of government and the public and private sectors. I must
urge you to personally get involved, Mr. Varney, to re-instate the dialogue that was once
the cornerstone of what has been and can be accomplished in Woburn, Massachusetts.
Perhaps EPA should consider meeting informally with officials from the City of Woburn,
the community, major impacted landowners, and other stakeholders. 1 would be happy to
facilitate such a meeting.

Please do not hesitate to call me with any questions. Thank you in advance for your
assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

ROBERT A. HAVERN, State Senator
Fourth Middlesex District

Attachments
Cc:  Woburn City Councilors:
President Paul Medeiros, Alderman, Ward 5
Alderman Charles E. Doherty, Ward 1
Alderman James E. McSweeney, Ward 2
Alderman Scott D. Galvin, Alderman Ward 3
Alderman William N. Beoker, Ward 4
Alderman John A. Ciriello, Ward 6
Alderman Thomas L. McLaughlin, Ward 7
Alderman-at-Large Paul J. Denaro
Alderman-at-Large Joanna Gonsalves
State Representative Jay R. Kaufman
The Honorable John Curran, Mayor, City of Woburm
The Honorable Edward Markey, US House of Representatives
The Honorable Edward Kennedy, US Senate
Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.
Thomas Alperin — National Development
Susan Brand — Cummings Properties
Dennis Clarke, CEO Cummings Property
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August 31, 2005 i} S
Mr. Joseph F. LeMay P.E. i T2 SN S
Remedial Project Manager : T |

Suite 1100 (HBO) 2275873

1 Congress Street
Boston, MA 02114-2023

Dear Mr. LeMay:

Since April of 2002 we have been associated with the Aberjona River Study. In July of
2002 we invited you and members of your group to speak at the Woburn Neighborhood
Association, Inc. meeting regarding this study. It was after that meeting that the idea to
form the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. (ASC) was conceived.

Over the past forty-one months we have established a coalition consisting of six
community groups: Woburn Neighborhood Association, Inc., Woburn Residents
Environmental Network, Mystic River Watershed Association, Concerned Citizens
Network, Friends of Upper Mystic Lake, and Medford Boat Club that represent over
225,000 residents who border the Aberjona River. QOur first task was to hire a technicat
advisor who is an expert in the relevant environmental sciences and would act as our
interpreter to translate the many complex reports that will be issued over the next few
years as result of the Aberjona River Study.

The first of the complex Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reports, “Baseline
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report”, was released in two parts during
the spring and summer of 2003, This report is the foundation of all of the reports that
were 10 be 1ssued from the EPA over the next few years. 1If the assumptions are not
correct in the baseline report it could have a lasting effect on all of the decistons that will
be made. With this in mind when searching for a technical advisor we chose Cambridge
Environmental, Inc.

As a joint effort of the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. and our technical advisor,
Cambridge Environmental, Inc. we submitted thirty-one pages of comments on the
Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment for Operable Unit 3 of the
Wells G & H Superfund Site. We stated in the text, by necessity, that our comments were
in part incompiete. We expected to receive and then comment on additional information
from the EPA by way of a response to some of the preliminary comments submitted in
October of 2003. At that time we also reserved the right to provide further comment to
the EPA on issues regarding information that was incomplete.




On June 28, 2004 we received the EPA response to our thirty-one pages of comments to
the Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report. After reviewing the
EPA responses we found that many of EPA responses were vague and incomplete. Rather
than comment on this release, we decided to wait until the full baseline report for the
entire Aberjona Watershed was issued before making any further comments. In our initial
review of the Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial
Investigation, Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan we discovered that some of the
comments we submitied in October of 2003 were not satisfactorily addressed by the EPA.
Comments that were not adequately addressed included comments on the ecological risk
assessments (i.e. a paucity of data collected from each reach and unrealistic exposure
estimates for the green heron and mallard). Due to incomplete information, it is difficult
to judge the validity of the conclusions of the ecological assessments.

On April 6, 2005 we recetved the March 2005 report, a 12-volume report titied Draft
Final MSGRP Remedial [nvestigation Report. This report was issued without an EPA
comment period. We were told by the EPA that the Feasibility Study would be forth
coming and we would have an opportunity to comment on both reports at the same time.

On June 30, 2005 at an EPA public meeting the Proposed Plan Report was distributed to
those in attendance. The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, which was supposed
to be released prior to the Proposed Plan, was received days later. At this meeting, the
public was informed of a thirty-day comment period with a deadline of August 1, 2005,
The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. publicly requested an extension to the comment
period at this meeting of June 30, 2005.

On July 1, 2005 the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. submitted a written request to the
EPA asking for an extension to the comment period to October 1, 2005. And on July 27,
2005 at an EPA public hearing, the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. again requested that

the EPA reconsider its decision and extend their comment period.

Through our efforts, and the efforts of United State Senators Edward Kennedy and John
Kerry, Congressman Edward Markey, State Representative Patnick Natale, concerned

municipal groups and citizens the EPA did extend the comment period to August 31,
2005.

During August of 2005 we again expressed our need to extend the EPA comment period
to United State Senators Kennedy and Kerry and Congressman Markey. Senator Kerry
and Congressman Markey further forwarded our request to EPA Regional Administrator,
Robert W. Varney. Mr. Vamey has yet to respond. The Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.
believes that the EPA has put a tremendous and unacceptable burden to review and assess
such a complex report within 60 days on the average citizen to whom we represent. We
plan to continue to review the reports and provide comments during the next comment
period.




Over the past sixty days, as a joint effort the Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc. and our
technical advisor Cambridge Environmental, Inc. have spent hundreds of hours reviewing
the Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation,
Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan. As stated above, on a number of occasions, we have
made a formal request to have the comment period extended. Attached is a twenty four-
page comment and question document in response to the Multiple Source Groundwater
Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan.
We state by necessity, that our comments are in part incomplete, due to the inadequate
comment period. At this time we reserve the right to provide further comments to the
EPA on issues that arise after further review of the Multiple Source Groundwater

Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation, Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan
Reports.

We believe since the EPA has chosen to meet the least stringent levels of its range of
acceptable risks, there is little room for error in the implementation of its plans if the
target risk ranges are to be truly met. Every step should be subject to comprehensive
evaluations. The proposed plan should be able to stand up to meticulous scrutiny if it is
truly valid and all efforts should be made by the EPA to have its work justified and
evaluated in a proper and more appropriate timeframe. If the plan goes forward as
proposed (or even with minor modifications), the continued process of public

participation is crucial to its success. In fact, opportunities for public participation should
be intensified.

We recognize the need to present the results of our assessments in simple terms to
communicate to the widest fraction of the public as is possible. Yet we bristle when we
hear others pronounce absolute judgments of safety such as “there is risk” or “there is no
risk”. There is always risk. The ASC and other members of the public understand this

concept, and oversimplification of it for risk communication purposes obscures the basic
meaning of nisk.

Thank you for giving us the vehicle in which to voice our comments and concerns. We
ook forward to your response.

Sincerely,

é:%mond, Treas:a;

Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.

Ce:
Senator Edward M. Kennedy

Senator John F. Kerry

Congressman Edward J. Markey

State Representative, Patrick Natale

EPA Regiona! Administrator, Robert W. Varmney
Anna Mayor, DEP Superfund Project Manger
Mavaor John C. Curran

Paul Medeiros, President Woburn City Council
Wobum Daily Times Chronicle




Comments on the
Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation
and the
MSGRP Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan

Industri-Plex Site
Woburn, Massachusetts

Prepared on behalf of the

Aberjona Study Coalition, Inc.

by

Stephen Zemba, Richard Lester, and Kyle Satterstrom
Cambridge Environmental Inc.

John Durant
Tufts University

Ronald Gehl
EOS Research, Ltd.

Bonnie Potocki
GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc.

and

Stephen Smith
GeoHydroCycle, Inc.

August 31, 2005



Introduction and Summary

The Cambridge Environmental Inc. team was selected by the Aberjona Siudy Coalition (ASC), a
stakeholder in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) investigation of chemical
contamination of the Aberjona River, to provide technical assistance in evaluating the results of
EPA’s work. The ASC represents a broad group of citizens — more than 225,000 residents in
Woburn, Winchester, Wilmington, Medferd, and Arlington, Massachusetts — who have diverse
-and long-standing interests in the Aberjona River and swrounding areas. The ASC has three
goals with respect to EPA’s efforts:

. to ensure that the investigation is technically sound;

. to ensure that the investigation is complete; and, most importantly,

. to ensure that the investigation is adequately protective of human health and the
environment.

 As representatives of the ASC, the resounding, overarching questions of its members regarding
EPA’s proposed plan for the Aberjona River are:

1. Is it safe?
2. Will it work?

Like most simple questions, these are difficult to answer. There is no single definttion of safety.
EPA’s Superfund Program defines safety based on the process of risk assessment and works
within a flexible risk-based framework to evaluate potential risks to human health and the
environment. As pointed out in our previous comments, EPA has chosen to define safety based
on the minimum requirements of its program. EPA has the discretionary power to formulate its
cleanup plans on different levels of risk. EPA can, if it chooses, promote a plan that attempts to
limit incremental cancer risk at a level of one in a million (the most stringent level of its
acceptable range) or ten in a million (the target level of the state-level MCP, or Massachusetts
Contingency Plan). EPA has, however, chosen the approach of defining acceptable incremental
cancer risk to be one hundred in a million, the highest level of the acceptable range of risks

within the Superfund program.

Objectively, the target risk level of one hundred in a million is a small risk, one that many people
— perhaps even most — consider acceptably small. It still, however, is a risk. It is troublesome,
then, that EPA describes safety in purely black-and-white terms. We have witnessed, through
diagrams in reports and public presentations, rigid determinations on the part of EPA in defining
and communicating safety. Risk and safety are continuum concepts, not binary ones. Within the
realm of certainty of risk assessment methods, an incremental cancer risk of ninety in a million is
indistinguishable from a risk of one hundred and twenty in a million. Yet EPA calls the former
safe and the latter risky as they fall on opposite sides of the bright-line criterion of one hundred
in a million.

As risk communicators, we recognize the need to present the results of our assessments in simple
terms to communicate to the widest fraction of the public as is possible. Yet we bristle when we
hear others pronounce absolute judgments of safety such as “there is risk™ or “there is no risk.”



There is always risk. The ASC and other members of the public understand this concept, and
oversimplification of it for risk communication purposes obscures the basic meaning of risk
assessment.

Thus, when presented with the question “Ts it safe?”, our response is not a simple affirmative or
negative, but rather the observation that EPA’s plan for the Aberjona River is as safe as it needs
to be to meet its risk-based goals. It is not risk free. Per its mandate, EPA has balanced risk and
safety with costs and other factors in determining its plan. EPA could choose a plan based on
more stringent risk-based criteria, but it does not do so, and from a societal perspective it may
not even be wise to do so, as the funds for wider-scale remediation may be better spent in other
ways to promote human health and welfare. This point, however, is well beyond the scope of
these comments.

There are, in our view, important implications of EPA’s proposed plan related to the underlying
risk management choices. First, since EPA has chosen to meet the least stringent level of its
range of acceptable risks, there is little room for error in the implementation of its plans if the
target risk range is to be truly met. Consequently, every step should be subject to comprehensive
evaluation and scrutiny. If the plan goes forward as proposed (or even with minor
modifications), the continued process of public participation is crucial to its success. In fact,
there should be more opportunities for public participation in the remedial design and decision-
making process.

Second, EPA’s plan must be reconciled with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The
MCP’s risk-based goals differ in important details, as the maximum allowable cancer risk within
the MCP is ten in a million, a level ten times more stringent than the level that underlies EPA’s
plan for the Aberjona River. Simply put, if the Aberjona River study area was a site under the
auspices of the MCP, more of it would probably be remediated to meet its more stringent
incremental cancer risk criterion. If the state concurs with EPA’s proposed plan, EPA must work
with the state to ensure that decisions are implemented fairly and consistently over time.
Safeguards, possibly in the form of deed restrictions or binding zoning regulations, are needed to
prevent or manage development outside of the assumptions in EPA’s risk assessment and to
protect private landowners from engaging in costly cleanups of site-related contamination
(against their choice) that might be required under the MCP. IfEPA decides that deed
restrictions are the best means for protecting the public from risk, however, care must be taken to
ensure that such deed restrictions do not place an undue financial burden on the community and
property owners. EPA should carefully investigate the effect of such deed restrictions on
property values prior to requiring them for contaminated properties.

Thrd, it must be recognized that EPA’s plan will leave significant amounts of contamination in
place all along the Aberjona River study area. The Aberjona River will not be restored to a
pristine environment, but this measure is neither realistic nor justified in the river’s urban setting.
However, the success of EPA’s plan depends strongly on continued risk and land management,
not for five years or thirty vears, but for perpetuity. Acceptance of the plan on the part of the
public is a long-term commitment, and all must be dedicated to bearing the associated costs,

responsibilities, and risks.



The success of EPA’s plan is directly tied to the second basic question of “Will it work?”
Frankly, we cannot tell. Conceptually, the proposed remedy may be successful at containing and
managing the source of the contamination at the Industri-Plex site. To our knowledge, however,
there are no sites where similar remedies have been implemented. Additionally, success of the
plan is tied to the details of its design and performance. EPA has provided almost no detail of its
design plans, making it impossible to evaluate whether the remedy will work. Even the most
carefully planned designs have unexpected “bugs” when implemented. Given the plan’s unique
nature, we would think that EPA cannot itself know that it will work. Decisions are always
based on imperfect knowledge, and we feel (as detailed in specific comments) that there are
areas in which data and information are insufficient to evaluate the technical aspects of EPA’s
plan. We recognize the need io move forward, however, and in fact support the goal of progress.
Implicit in this support is a trust in EPA to protect public health. We expect that implementation
of the plan will result in some unexpected findings and consequences. EPA must be prepared to
act on unanticipated events and must provide a contingency for dealing with them. Given the
uncertainty of the plan in terms of its unique nature and lack of specified detail, the allowance for
contingency should be substantial.

Monitoring is a fundamental and crucial aspect of EPA’s proposed plan. Adequate monitoring is
the only way to determine that the remedy is working as desighed, and it is of heightened
importance in this case given the novelty of the remedy and the intention to contain, rather than
remove, the source of the contamination. Several elements of the proposed plan call for
monitoring. Since EPA has provided essentially no details on the monitoring that will be
performed, it is impossible to gauge whether plans are sufficient to determine with confidence
that the remedy is working, The mode of contaminant transport that EPA has identified —
groundwater discharge followed by surface water transport, especially during storm events —is a
difficult pathway to monitor. Since EPA has developed cost estimates for monitoring, it
presumably has detailed information {(number of samples, analytes, frequency of samples,
locations of samples, event-based sampling plans, etc.) that has not been documented. Given its
importance in ensuring the success of EPA’s proposed plan, this detailed information on
monitoring should have been made available for comment. Since details have not been provided
at this point, we trust that EPA has allowed for sufficient monitoring, and we anticipate the
ability to review and comment on EPA’s monitoring plans at some point in the future.

Some other relevant questions raised by ASC members that we cannot answer bear
consideration, including:

» Does EPA have a backup plan? What if the proposed plan doesn't work? How can the
FEPA be certain that the methods that they are now proposing will be effective in the
Jfuture? Presumably, the five-year review process will address the ongoing adequacy of
the remedy, but there is a need to provide more detail on the specific ways that EPA will
evaluate the performance of the remedy to ensure the public that there is a plan in place,
and that if things go wrong there are specific means and actions that can take place to fix

problems.

> Who is going to oversee the future building on properties and adhere to rules and
regulations? What rules and regulations will be in place for this? Given that risk
management is an essential part of the remedy, plans for deed restrictions, zoning



regulations, and other measures should be detailed to inform the public and ensure them
that public health will be protected. These plans are especially important in areas ouiside
the delineation of the two Superfund sites.

> The EPA report suggests that the contamination can be stopped at the HBHA. Is this
process a tried and true process? If not, when and how will this be revisited in the future
if it doesn’t work? These questions emphasize previous points. If EPA is aware of
similar remedies, it would be useful to share information on them to provide assurance to
the public that the proposed plan is likely to succeed.

»  Winchester residents are very concerned over many flooding issues in their community.
Why did the EPA perform no festing in these areas that ASC commented on? And what
has EPA done to evaluate whether the proposed remedy will increase flooding
downstream? Given that transport during storm events 1s the primary mechanism of
contaminant dispersal that has been identified by EPA, we concur with the ASC that the
issue of flooding deserves greater attention than it has received, as detailed in further

technical comments.

> Who is going to oversee the capping and the construction? The City of Woburn? Who is
going to be responsible for giving permits for construction on these sites? Is the City of
Woburn responsible in any way? These concerns speak to the public’s desire to maintain
local control and input during the implementation of the remedy. FPA should perhaps
meet with stakeholders to inform them of their roles and responsibilities during the
cleanup process. ‘

Public trust in EPA hinges on continued cooperation and openness on the part of EPA in
providing meaningful opportunities for input and participation. The flurry of activities that serve
as the subject of these comments is an example of inadequate allowance for public participation.
We suspect that EPA has met all of its statutory and regulatory requirements for meetings,
notices, and comments, but has in reality left most interested parties far behind in their wake of
reports and information. Response to the most recent public hearing held on July 29, 2005
serves as an excellent example of EPA’s insufficient allowance for public input. The number of
comments made at the meeting was not large, which could be incorrectly interpreted as a general
lack of interest. Rather, the sparseness of comments was due more to the fact that the public is
overwhelmed by the amount of information that has been 1ssued by EPA and the lack of time
allowed to comprehend it in any meaningful way. Almost every comment included a request for
additional time to review EPA’s reports and plans. Moreover, the teraporal overlap of the
comment period with summer vacations has made it difficult to coordinate meetings, staff, and
review. As technical reviewers to the ASC, we have barely scratched the surface of the available
material. Normaily, the amount of information provided by EPA would be issued in a series of
reports, with opportunity for comment on each. It is true that some of the information in the
Aberjona River Study has been presented in earlier reports associated with the two Superfund
site investigations, but many people (ourselves included) have only recently become involved
with EPA’s investigation and must “get up to speed” to understand the context of the current

work.



EPA has invited comments on its MSGRP RI/FS report and its proposed plan. We are also
providing comments on EPA’s September 2004 update to the Baseline Human Health and
Ecological Risk Assessment Report. It contains significant amounts of new information critical
to EPA’s determination of significant risks, and hence the adequacy of the proposed cleanup
plan. Since EPA has not previously accepted comments on the new material in this report, and
this information is critical to EPA’s risk-based conclusions that underlie its proposed plan, we
feel it is essential that EPA consider these comments. We also reserve the right to provide
additional unselicited comments to EPA on its proposed plan as we maintain that insufficient
time has been allowed for review and comment.

Some of the comments we submitted in October 2003 were not satisfactorily addressed by EPA
in the September 2004 and MSGRP risk assessments. Comments that were not adequately

- addressed, including a number of comments on the ecological risk assessments, are repeated
herein. Due to a number of inadequacies in the ecological risk assessments (including, for
example, a paucity of data collected from each reach and unrealistic exposure estimates for the
green heron and mallard), it is difficult to judge the validity of the conclusions of the ecological
assessments, '

Comments on the September 2004 Human Health and Ecological Risk Characterization
{(Metcalf & Eddy, 2004) '

The residential exposure pathway in the September 2004 update to the Baseline Human Health
and Ecological Risk Assessment Report and the data needed to support this pathway remain
insufficient

In response to our previous comments, EPA included an evaluation of residential exposure to
contaminants in soil as part of its updated September 2004 risk assessment. Part of this
evaluation included the collection of a limited number of surface soil samples at the AJRW
location in Winchester, an area within the delineated floodplain of the Aberjona River.
Interestingly, the average arsenic concentration detected in the floodplain surface soils (46
- mg/kg) exceeds the concentration found in shoreline sediments (22 mg/kg, p. 2-63). Since —at.
the single location EPA chose to actually sample soils — EPA finds a soil concentration of arsenic
that exceeds its corresponding sediment concentration, it clearly suggests that FPA must do
additional soil sampling, particularly at locations we recommended in previous comments that
represent actual exposure points not covered in EPA’s sampling (e.g., residences south of
sampling location 08 that appear to have yards that intrude into the current 100-year flood plain
delineation, and the bike trail that runs north from Davidson Park, past the International Family

Church property).

EPA evaluates the residential exposure pathway at five locations along the Aberjona River
(WS/WSS, CB-05, KF, 07/DP, and AJRW). Actual surface soil data are only available at one of
these five locations (AJRW, as described above). The other four stations rely on data from near
shore sediments. Lacking actual surface soil data from relevant locations, EPA’s conclusions
regarding potential risks from the residential exposure pathway are uncertain, especially since (as
stated above) the one instance surface soil was collected (ATRW), it was found to contain more
arsenic than the corresponding shoreline sediment. If shoreline sediment concentrations
underestimate surface soil concentrations, risk estimates generated for the WS/WSS, CB-05, KF,



-and 07/DP locations could be underestimated. The lack of data simply makes it impossible to
know for certain. The failure to collect sufficient data in upland soil areas subject to flooding
remains a potentially serious uncertainty in the risk assessment that makes it difficuit to support
EPA’s conclusion of no significant risk with respect to the residential exposure pathway.

Moreover, the fate-and-transport pathway to get arsenic into surface soils is complete and
supported by EPA’s conceptual model of contaminant migration. EPA believes that arsenic is
getting transported down river from the Industri-Plex site during storm events. Storm events
cause flooding, and the additional scouring of stream banks can add to contaminant loads
originating from the Industri-Plex site, producing turbid waters in inundated areas. Suspended
materials in the water can settle, depositing arsenic to surface soils in the flooded areas. -

The risk calculations for the residential pathway are inconsistent and risks are significant if FPA
considers all of the data it presents

In addition, the additional tables and calculations presented by EPA in the September 2004
update to the Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report are not consistent
and suggest potential omissions. Table 3-3.4 lists the exposure point concentrations used in the
calculations. Problematically, the sampling locations listed in Table 3-3.4 differ from those
mentioned in the text of the report and subsequent tables. The sampling locations included in
Table 3-3.4 are NR, WS/WSS, CB-05, DA, KF, and 07/DP. Page ES-3 and other places in the
report claim that the residential calculations were performed for locations WS/WSS, CB-05, KF,
07/DP, and AJRW. Thus, the NR and DA locations in Table 3-3.4 were not used in subsequant
tables and calculations, and the ATRW location (the only one that represents actual soil data) was
evaluated instead (though not included in the exposure point concentration Table 3-3.4).
Coincidentally, stations NR and DA have the highest exposure point concentrations among the
stations in Table 3-3.4, each having a reasonable maximum exposure (RME) point concentration
of 200 mg/kg for arsenic. If these locations are considered in risk calculations similar to those of
the other sampling locations, the resulting risk estimates are greater than the upper limit of the
U.S. EPA’s acceptable risk criteria. Table 1 illustrates this point. Taking the ratios of risk to
exposure point concentrations for the four locations that overlap between EPA’s Table 3-3 .4 and
Tables 3.9-100 to 3.9-104 and extrapolating them to the exposure point concentrations for
stations NR and DA in Table 3-3.4 results in incremental cancer risk estimates of 200 in a
million (twice EPA’s safe level) and hazard indices of 4 (four times EPA’s safe level).



Table 1 Risk estimates for the residential pathway extrapolated to omitted stations
Table 3-3.4 Cancer
exposure Iggﬁgﬁ;ﬁ? H(I—?lz)a;dn?;c;et: ﬂi&sto H‘i;c Extrapo Iated]i'xtra olated
Sampling po: estimate from s EPC |incremental [ 2P
. point from EPC . . hazard
location . {Tables 3-9.100 to . (nisk | cancer nisk .
concentration) * "5 o'y (per Tables 3-9.100; (risk er {(per million) index
for arsenic n;illion) to 3-9.104 per mg/k ) pe
(As) (mg/kg) mg/kg)| TS S
NR 200 200 4
WS/WSS 10 10 0.2 1.00 | 0.020
CB-05 60 70 1 1.17 | 0.017
DA 200 200 4
KF 46 50 0.9 1.69 | 0.020
07/DP 45 50 0.9 1.11 | 0.020
AJRW 70 1
(Average risk to concentration ratio] 1.09 | 0.019

Apparently, EPA initially intended to consider locations NR and DA 1n its calculations but later
decided to omit them. Given that the risk estimates for these stations exceed EPA’s acceptable
risk management criteria, the omission is curious. Examination of the locations of NR and DA
on the aerial photograph of Figure 2-1 suggests that NR is located in a commercial zone, which
may explain its elimination from the residential analysis (although, in the absence of deed
restrictions, residential redevelopment of this location might be possible). Station DA, however,
appears actually to be located in the general vicinity of residential areas. The discrepancy in
sampling stations between Tables 3-3.4 and Tables 3-9.100 to 3-9.104 demands explanation, as
the conclusions of the risk assessment are potentially quite different if stations NR and DA are
considered. Moreover, stations NR and DA indicate that there are locations with elevated
concentrations of arsenic that could lead to significant risks. Tables 3-3.2 and 3-3.3 indicate
numerous other sediment-sampling stations with exposure point concentrations greater than 100
mg/kg (the approximate level that corresponds to significant risks per EPA’s calculations), which
suggests the potential for other surface soils to exceed significant risk criteria (especially if, as
the singular AJRW station indicates, surface soils may contain more arsenic than the sediment).

Target-specific hazard index estimation is incomplete and underestimates potential health risks;
calculations should consider secondary health endpoints

In many cases, EPA evaluates target-specific hazard indices to gauge the significance of non-
cancer health risks. Fach chemical is assigned to a specific category of potential adverse health
impacts based on the nature of the toxicity data used to derive its reference dose (safe exposure
level). However, the target-specific analyses incorrectly assume that each chemical has one and
only one endpeint via which it can cause adverse health impacts. In some cases, chemicals can
cause multiple adverse health effects at different levels of exposure. In cases where the
aggregate hazard index (summed over all chemicals) exceeds one and EPA has developed target-



aggregate hazard index (summed over all chemicals) exceeds one and EPA has developed target-
specific analyses for which the disaggregated hazard indices are all smaller than one, EPA
should evaluate secondary endpoints for chemicals that might contribute risk to the critical health
endpoint. For example, Table 3-9.100 of the September 2004 update to the Baseline Human
Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report lists a target-specific hazard index of 0.9 for
arsenic based on potential adverse health effects to skin. None of the other eight chemicals of
concern have skin as their critical target organ, but may nevertheless affect the skin at higher
levels. If all of the other eight chemicals caused adverse effects on skin at % the effectiveness of
their target organs, their hypothetical contribution to the overall skin hazard index would be 0.3,
and combined with arsenic would exceed the target hazard index of one. By not considering the
potential effects of chemicals on non-target organs, EPA has underestimated potential risks.

New information is available about flood plains and should be included in the assessment

The new Mystic River watershed flood plain study conducted by ENSR for FEMA (completed
recently) indicates increased flooding in the Aberjona River compared to the old flood maps. The
old flood maps were created about 20 years ago. Since then, there has been much new
development in the watershed that would increase flooding. There have also been improvements
in techniques for modeling flooding. Thus, the new data are far more accurate and should be
considered in your analysis, particularly when examining the risks associated with the flood
plains in Winchester.

EPA does not take into account the possible ecological impact of deep sediment contamination

As we commented in October 2003 {(Zemba et al., 2003), in the 2003 Baseline Ecological Risk
Assessment (BERA), EPA did not justify its decision not to sample sediment depths lower than 6
inches. In the current BERA, this problem has continued. In Appendix E 4 — Baseline
Ecological Risk Assessment Supplemental Data of the Baseline Human Health and Ecological
Risk Assessment Report — concentrations of Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) from
1-2 foot, 2-3 foot and 3-4 foot were not presented nor discussed in the text. The concern of re-
suspension of deep sediments that may be contaminated was not addressed. Deeper
contamination in sediments may exist beyond Reach 1, but the data have not been provided.
Additionally, no remediation is proposed beyond Reach 0. Risk management actions, such as
fand use restrictions, could be taken to prevent scouring and erosion of contaminated deeper

sediments.

The exposure model used for the Green Heron is not representative of its exposure

The exposure model used for the Green Heron (Metcalf & Eddy, 2004; pages 4-55 to 4-56) does
not accurately estimate its exposure. Because herons seek favorable foraging areas and do not
wander far, exposures should be expressed by reach rather than site-wide. Their foraging areas
can be small — for example, a shoreline of a wetland or along a wetland channel; yet, small fish
data collected site-wide were used to estimate that fish represent 45% of a heron’s diet. Because
a value of 55% was used in the exposure model for the invertebrate proportion of a heron’s diet,
more crayfish data should be collected from reaches not sampled (see Davis and Kushlan, 1994).



The exposure model used for the muskrat is not representative of its exposure

Because muskrat exposures and risks were calculated on a station-by-station basis (page 4-57),
the same comments regarding the Green Heron and the inadequate crayfish data also apply to
muskrats,

The number of crayfish collected from various reaches is quite limited

 As we commented in QOctober 2003 (Zemba et al., 2003), only two samples were collected from
reaches 1 and 2, three from reach 3, one from reach 5, and no samples at all from reaches 4 and
6. These are extremely small crayfish datasets for reaches that measure at least 100 feet each in
length. In Table 2-179, the average arsenic concentration in crayfish was 2.7 mg/kg in reach 2,
1.5 mg/kg in reach 3, and 0.24 mg/kg in reach 5. This latter value was the arsenic concentration
in a single crayfish. Additionally, the average concentration of contaminants in crayfish is used
to assess risk in each reach. Although this provides a best estimate of risk, due to the limited
nature of the data, it would be more conservative and more protective of the environment to use

the maximum detected concentrations.

Although no crayfish samples were collected from reaches 4 and 6, dietary exposures associated
with ingestion of crayfish were calculated for these areas using data from reaches 3 and 5. Using
crayfish body burden data from another reach to represent potential crayfish body burdens in
reaches 4 and 6 does not provide useful information that can aid in making a risk management

decision.
Plant uptake factors derived in one reach should not have been applied to all reaches

As commented in October 2003 (Zemba ef al,, 2003), plant uptake factors based on a small
number of plant samples were applied to plants in all areas considered in the ecological nisk
assessment. Six plant samples were collected from stations in the 38-acre wetland of reach 1.
Plant tissue data are not available for the other 5 reaches. Using average plant uptake values
derived from another reach to represent potential plant tissue concentrations for the other five
reaches wilt not provide usefut information that can aid in making a risk management decision.

Evaluating potential dietary and food-chain risks should involve sampling the part of the plant
actually eaten

As commented in October 2003 (Zemba et al., 2003), although the EPA collected media-specific
data for the ecological risk assessment, EPA did not necessarily collect the most appropriate

data. For example, in evaluating potential dietary risks to the muskrat, EPA sampled cattails, the
muskrat’s primary food item. Instead of sampling the roots and basal portions of the plants eaten
by muskrats (as stated on page 4-38), however, EPA sampled the stems and leaves of the cattails.

Plant tissue concentrations for muskrats should be measured, not modeled

Exposure COPC doses for plant ingestion (page 4-58) should not be modeled for the muskrat
because the risk assessment shonld represent realistic and site-specific exposures. The use of
plant tissue concentrations that were modeled from average station sediment COPC
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concentrations for each habitat {pond, wetland, or river) muitiplied by site-wide uptake factors is
appropriate for a screening-level assessment, but not a baseline risk assessment.

Eels should be included in the BERA

As commented in October 2003 (Zemba ef al., 2003), eels were caught in the fish survey but
were not used in the Risk Assessment. Though eels are a key species in the study area, no
Justification is provided for the exclusion of eels from the study. Eels have a higher lipid content
than the white sucker, a species that was considered in the study, and could therefore contain
higher concentrations of lipophilic chemicals. The ¢el should replace the white sucker in the
Risk Assessment. Eels should additionally be used in the small fish tissue data used to calculate
dietary fish exposure for the heron.

Metals could be responsible for adverse effects to benthic invertebrates

Copper could be respensible for adverse health effects in benthic invertebrates and perhaps fish
as well. The average concentration of 49.7 mg/kg in crayfish is approximately twice the
laboratory test concentration at which no effects were observed (page 4-72). The on-site tissue
concentration of copper was 2.5 times higher than the reference samples.

Additionally, evaluation of sediment chemistry indicated that high concentrations of arsenic,
copper, chromium, mercury, and zinc were correlated with both (a) those sites with evidence of
reduced growth of benthic invertebrates in toxicity tests, as well as (b) those stations with
evidence of impacted natural communities (page 4-85).

Arsenic Toxicity Reference Value (TRV) discrepancy for muskrat

The text {(page 4-88) appears to be incorrect or the calculations are incorrect for the risks to the
muskrat. The text states that a test TRV for arsenic is based on a chronic (reproductive) lowest
observed adverse effect level (LOAEL) in a mouse of 1.93 mg/kg-day, but a test TRV value of

1.26 mg/kg-day appears in Table 4-142.

In addition, the text states that the “TRV is based on oral doses of sodium arsenite which is likely
to be more toxic than forms found in the muskrat diet on-site. Due to these uncertainties, the
confidence in the conclusion of risk to muskrat is reduced.” However, 3.3 % of the dict is
associated with ingestion of sediment, either in the pond or wetlands, which may be in arsenite

form.
The derived Wildlife TRV value for chromium is not the most conservative value

The derived Wildlife TRV value of 7 mg/kg-day for chromium (page 4-89) does not appear to be
the most conservative value. A test TRV of 5 mg/kg-day for a mouse is listed in Table E.3.1 and
represents a reproductive endpoint. Using this value, a wildlife TRV would be 2 mg/kg-day and
would be a more reasonable estimate to use for the muskrat. It is likely that chromium could be
a risk driver for the muskrat because the 3-fold difference between the two wildlife TRVs would

elevate the hazard index by a factor of 3.
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EPA’s conclusion that there is no evidence of negative impacts on the survival, growth, or
reproduction of green heron populations or other piscivorous birds resulting from the exposure
to COPCs in the study area (page 4-92) is flawed

EPA’s conclusion may be inaccurate for the following reasons:

« Exposure calculations do not adequately reflect realistic exposures for green herons.

» Table 4-251 indicates that the average arsenic concentration of 0.3 mg/kg in blue gilis for
the study area is 3-fold higher than the reference, but the concentrations detected in each
reach are not presented.

« Table E.2-2 shows that arsenic concentrations in brown bullhead tissue are significantly
greater than the reference concentrations.

o The average arsenic concentration of 0.14 mg/kg in brown bullhead fillets from
Reach 3 was 3-fold higher than the reference concentration of 0.042 mg/kg.

o The average arsenic concentration of 1.2 mg/kg in brown bullhead offal from
Reach 3 was 27-fold larger than the reference concentration of 0.046 mg/kg.

o The average arsenic concentration of 0.17 mg/kg in brown bulthead fillets from
Reach 6 was 4-fold higher than the reference concentration.

o The average arsenic concentration of .096 mg/g in brown bullhead offal from
Reach 6 showed a 2-fold increase relative to the reference.

In addition, differences in COPC concentrations in crayfish, small fish, and bottom feeding fish
within reaches should be compared because risk management decisions will need to be made by
reach. Some areas may not be suitable for aquaculture.

EPA is incorrect in concluding that “there is relatively high confidence in the mallard TRV used
Jor arsenic since it is based on the same species for a chronic exposure” (page 4-93)

The test TRV of 5.14 mg/kg-day for arsenic selected for the mallard and heron was derived from
a mortality endpoint, not a chronic endpoint such as reproduction or growth. A lower test TRV
of 3 mg/kg-day is cited in Table E.3.2 and 1s from a recent study (Camardese et al., 1990},

It is a flawed rationale to conclude, “The exposure analysis indicates that a portion of the
potential maliard habitat may be impacted within the Wells G&H 38 acre wetland. However, the
limited area of arsenic above 1,000 mg/kg is not sufficient to represent a threat to mallard
populations within the wetland, even if the ducks limited foraging to this wetland exclusively.”
The exposure and risk model for the mallard only examines the exposure and risks to the adults,
not fledglings which limit their foraging to the immediate vicinity of the nest. If fledglings from
the nests in the Wells G&H 38 acre wetland don’t survive due to the effects caused by arsenic,
this could have a dramatic effect on the local mallard population.

Feathers could easily be collected from nests in nearby heron colonies or mallard nests in the

HBHA wetlands or the Wells G&H wetland, and they could subsequently be analyzed for
arsenic to assess their exposure and risk.

12



Exposure parameters for the mallard should be re-examined

As commented in October 2003 (Zemba et al., 2003), only sediment samples beneath less than
three feet of water were used to evaluate exposure of mallard ducks to sediment. The
justification and references for this threshold should be elucidated. Also, many species of ducks
live on Mystic Lake for at least a portion of the year. Because it is the largest open water body in
the Aberjona River watershed, exposures for mallards in Mystic Lake should be calculated
separately. Sediment sampling location SD-02-01 was used to evaluate exposure of a muskrat to
sediment, but was not used to evaluate mallard exposure.

There is too much uncertainty surrounding shrew conclusions

EPA may be incorrect to state that “the survival or reproduction of shrew may be impaired in the
study area due to exposure to inorgamcs in diet, but the results are associated with moderate
level of uncertainty” {page 4-96). A screening level risk assessment was performed for the
shrew, not a baseline risk assessment that uses site-specific dietary data. Because earthworms
were not collected, there is high degree of uncertainty with associated risk estimates. More
accurate risk estimates to small mammals such as shrews are desirable because shrews can be
found in areas similar to those frequented by pets that roam into the drier wetland areas. In
addition, Figure 4-37, Comparison of Arsenic in Sediment to Ecological Thresholds, shows that
7 areas/locations in Reach 2 exceed the shrew threshold and muskrat threshold.

Fish community health shouid be an ecological measurement endpoint

As we commented in October 2003 (Zemba et al., 2003), because benchmarks are not available
for some chemicals of concern and because the ecological effects of exceeding the benchmarks
are not well defined, another measurement endpoint should be used to evaluate the potential
effect of chemicals on the fish populations in the Aberjona River and Mystic Lake. This
endpoint should be an assessment of the fish community to evaluate the biological integrity of
the Aberjona River.

One such endpoint could be the Index of Biotic Integrity, which is an aggregation of 12
biological metrics that are based on the fish community’s taxonomic and trophic composition

and the abundance and condition of fish. These metrics assess the species richness component of
diversity and the health of resident taxonomic groupings and habitat guilds of fish. Two of the
metrics assess the community composition in terms of tolerant or intolerant species. Fish
protocols are described in U.S. EPA (1999).

EPA’s conclusion (Page 4-98) that “the assessment did not indicate any impacts on the local
populations of predatory fish, bottom feeding fish, and small foraging fish populations” is flawed

The evaluation does not directly address the ecological effects of COPCs but merely compares
tissue concentration to tissue residue benchmarks. An evaluation of the age structure of a fish
population for each of the different feeding classes would be indicated if existing fish
populations have been affected.
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Comments on the Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial
Investigation Report (Tetra Tech, 2005)

Bedrock was not adequately assessed

When attempting to drill 50 feet into bedrock to establish a sampling/monitoring point, three out

- of four attempted wells failed. Why are no data from the successful well presented in the
MSGRP report? Bedrock is a potential contaminant pathway that has not been adequately
addressed.

The horizontal extent of the investigation should have included the Olin Chemical site in
Wilmington, Massachusetts

Documents concerning the Olin Chemical site reveal that soils in the area between the Northern
Remedial Investigation (RI) Study Area and the Olin Chemical site are conductive sands.
Groundwater flow contours prepared by Olin’s consultants show flow directions to the south,
toward the Northern RI Study Area. Olin also emphasizes the bedrock issue by being on record
as having significant pools of dense nop-aqueous phase liquid that could migrate in bedrock.
Inclusion of the Olin Chemical site in the RI should be considered due diligence.

Comments on the MSGRP Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments

The drinking water pathway should be explicitly considered in the risk assessment; depending
upon assumptions, health risks from the drinking water pathway could exceed target risk levels

The drinking water ingestion pathway should be explicitly considered in the risk assessment. At
present, the MSGRP report contains considerable discussion of the possibility that groundwater
contamination from the Industri-Plex site might migrate further south and affect water quality in
the areas of Woburn Wells G&H, especially since the wells may be used again as a source of
drinking water. Meeting federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) is indeed a relevant
requirement of Superfund remedies, but meeting the MCLs is not a substitute for the
quantification of potential health risks. This is an important consideration for arsenic. A 70 kg
adult who ingests 2 liters of water per day containing arsenic at its MCL concentration of 10 pg/]
for a period of thirty years (standard risk assessment assumptions) incurs an incremental cancer
risk of 200 in a million (assuming the standard cancer potency of 1.5 kg-d/mg and a lifetime
length of 70 years). The estimated risk is even greater if a portion of the thirty-year period is
assumed to include childhood (as is typically done in Superfund risk calculations). Simply put,
drinking water that contains arsenic at its MCL constitutes a significant risk under the guise of
the Superfund program, even if it does not violate the MCL standards of the Safe Drinking Water

Act.

The Industri-Plex site has affected groundwater quality in wells located in the Intertrm Wellhead
Protection Area (IWPA) of wells G&H. EPA found that 11 of 23 wells in the IWPA contained
arsenic concentrations in excess of the federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) that
public water systems must meet to protect human health. Based on this finding alone, a
permanent remedial solution could not be established for the site within the context of the MCP,
which would demand that GW-1 groundwater standards (equivalent to MCLs for the chemicals
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for which they are established) be met. The technical memorandum provided by EPA to support
the assumption that MCLs would not be exceeded at the Wells G&H wellheads contains
significant uncertainties that are not sufficiently supported by data. The memorandum asserts (p.
viii} that “the above summarized information are the major lines of evidence suggesting limited
potential to mobilize dissolved arsenic to a production well under pumping conditions.” Given
that, under non-pumping conditions, arsenic is already migrating toward the wells at
concentrations exceeding its MCL, it appears to in fact be quite mobile, and the qualitative lines
of evidence provided in the technical memorandum are not sufficient to evaluate the migration
potential of arsenic. A weight of evidence evaluation does not serve as a substitute for actual
data. EPA should design a test program to confirm the various qualitative assumptions of the
technical memorandum. Moreover, simply meeting the MCLs is not a demonstration of no
significant risk. The rudimentary risk calculations above illustrate that levels lower than the
MCL are sufficient to constitute a significant risk to human health (per EPA’s, and especially the
Massachusetts DEP’s, target risk criteria).

Last, the 1ssue of whether the MCL for arsenic is safe is a debatable issue. Technically, water
from the G&H could be used if it contained arsenic concentrations just below the MCL of 10
pg/l. The arsenic MCL, however, is in part based on natural levels of arsenic that exist in
groundwater in various parts of the country. EPA has allowed the MCL to correspondtoa
substantial risk to avoid treating tremendous quantities of naturally contaminated groundwater.
Groundwater at Wells G&H, however, has very low levels of natural arsenic, and arsenic from
the Industri-Plex site — should it reach these wells — represents contamination from a manmade
release. Risks associated with this contamination should therefore be considered outside of the

context of the MCL.

Comments on risk assessment uncertainty summary

MSGRP pg. 6-10 ascribes considerable uncertainties associated with some exposure point
concentrations that are influenced by highly variable data. The precise purpose of using an upper
confidence limit on the mean is to account for such uncertainty, which typically results from
insufficient numbers of samples to characterize the data distribution. Default risk assessment
techniques substitute the maximum detected concentrations within reasonable maximum
exposure calculations in cases in which upper confidence limits exceed the maximum values. In
these situations, EPA should conduct sensitivity calculations on the risk estimates based on the
upper confidence limits (even though they would be higher than the maximum concentrafions).
If the risk estimates of the sensitivity estimates exceed risk management criteria, EPA should
consider further sampling in these areas to better characterize exposure point concentrations and

reduce uncertainties.

Additionally, examples of singularly high concentrations such as the 1,600 mg/kg detected at
location SC02 suggest the presence of “hot spots™ that, if contacted even on occasion, might
present excessive risks to human health. EPA should evaluate the potential need for the
evaluation of health risks due to acute or short-term exposures. The ATSDR has established an
acute Minimum Risk Level (MRL) of 0.005 mg/kg-d for arsenic. A 70 kg dredger ingesting an
elevated level of 500 mg/kg per day of soil with an arsenic concentration of 1,600 mg/kg would
receive a daily dose of 0.01 mg/kg-d, a value twice the acute MRL. EPA should evaluate acute
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exposure levels of potential concerns and consider the need for appropriate measures to protect
individuals (such as dredgers) against short-term hazards.

The car wash scenario is likely a conservative estimate of the degree of exposure that a worker
might receive from exposure to volatile chemicals emanating from groundwater used as
industrial process water. As noted on p. 6-10 of the MSGRP, other groundwater use scenarios
might be associated with much lower risk. As constructed, the risk assessment provides only the
car wash scenario as a basis for developing potential restrictions on groundwater use, We suggest
that additional scenarios be added to the risk assessment to provide a broader basis for
determining guidelines for using groundwater for industrial or commercial (or other non-contact)

USEs.

The risk assessment is appropriate in considering former Mishawum Lake bed soil cores in the
risk assessment :

Although current exposure to buried sediment from the former Mishawum Lake bottom 1s
unlikely, it is necessary to consider future use of these areas. EPA appropriately sampled these
soils and included the data in the risk assessment.

The risk assessment does not address ammonia despite the presence of an applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirement (ARAR)

Responding to a question at a public meeting in which EPA presented the findings of its MSGRP
report, EPA stated that ammonia is not a chemical of concern in the ecological risk assessment,
despite the fact that it has been detected at extremely high levels in both groundwater and surface
water. Ford (2005) and Cutrofelio (2005), in fact, report ammonia levels in groundwater
entering the north basin and in the bottom waters of the north basin exceeding 500 mg/l. EPA
has, however, published an entire document updating the ambient water quality criterion for
ammonia (U.S. EPA, 1999). The freshwater chronic criterion for ammonia depends on pH, but
varies from about 4 mg/l to about 0.2 mg/l for pHs from 6 to 9. A further description of the

ammonia AWQC is available at
http.//www.epa. gov/waterscience/criteria/ammonia/technical. html. The AWQC is illustrated in

Figure 1 (extracted directly from EPA’s technical description). Since (1) AWQCs are
Applicable and/or Relevant and Appropriate Standards for surface water streams and (2)
ammonia i$ a contaminant demonstrably associated with the Industri-Plex groundwater plume,
ammonia should be explicitly considered as a contaminant of concern in the ecological risk

characterization.
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There is stil] too much uncertainty surrounding shrew conclusions

As in the September 2004 ecological risk assessment, there is still much uncertainty in the shrew
calculations. EPA concludes that there are “Uncertain population effects,” and EPA has made no
effort to reduce the uncertainty. No remediation is proposed in Reach 2 but risks are moderate.
Risk management such as land use restrictions should be created to prevent scouring and erosion
of contaminated sediments and further migration downstream.

Plant uptake factors derived in one reach should not be applied to all reaches

Plant tissue samples were collected in reach 0 and reach | (pages 7-12). In the southern study
area, a site-specific uptake factor was applied to the sediment concentration to estimate a plant
tissue dose. Emergent plants were not collected from reaches 2, 3, or 4. Thus the same
comments cited for the Baseline Risk Assessment also apply to this report.

Arsenic is detected above reference criteria

We disagree with the statement on Page 7-4, “The resulting level of ecological risk for the
receptors is low except for the benthic invertebrates in the HBHA Pond.” Arsenic frequently is
detected above reference criteria in areas other than the HBHA Pond.

EPA incorrectly concludes that the impact on the muskrat population is not considered an
unacceptable ecological risk

EPA concludes that the impact on the muskrat population is not considered an unacceptable
ecological risk. EPA’s rationale 1s as follows (pages 7-13 to 7-14):
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Muskrat have been observed in the study areas, but this fact alone does not conclusively
prove the level of the effect on the population, as these individuals may have inhabited
only the less contaminated areas, or may have represented recruitment from adjacent
habitats. Population studies were not conducted on site for mammals... based on the data
collected, the nsk assessment does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that
arsenic contamination in the study areas is causing an adverse effect on muskrat
populations that is of sufficient magnitude, severity, and extent that the population will
not be maintained in an acceptable state.

Conversely, because no population measurements were taken, one could state that the risk
assessment does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that arsenic contamination in the
study areas is not causing an adverse effect on muskrat populations, The density of individual
muskrats in the HBHA wetlands and 38-acre wetland was not measured. This measurement
would be beneficial to estimate the frequency of muskrat use as well as the habitat value to the
muskrat. In addition, if individual muskrats were captured, their fur could be analyzed for
arsenic to determine if exposure to arsentc had occurred.

Comments on the Feasibility Study and Propoesed Plan

Arsenic that has migrated down river from the Industri-Flex site may trigger state regulatory
requirements even if deemed insignificant by EPA

The concentrations of arsenic detected in surface soil at the AJRW location would present a
significant risk under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). Since the concentrations
exceed the MCP’s background concentration, the data would need to be reported as a release.
Calculation of cancer risk estimates in excess of 10 in a million would demand remedial action
under the MCP, even though they are within the range allowable under the Superfund program.
Since the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection is likely to concur with the
findings of EPA’s determination of acceptable risk (which is permissible within its discretionary
authority), significant areas of contamination will not be remediated under EPA’s plan that
would fail the risk-based criteria of the MCP. This is not to say that EPA’s risk management
criteria are hot protective of human health, but only that the MCP attempts to be more protective

than EPA’s proposed plan.

A potentially larger problem involves actions that might occur after the EPA completes its
cleanup. Individual landowners along the Aberjona River could potentially rediscover the
contamination not remediated by EPA and be required to clean it up at their own expense under
the MCP. The arsenic concentrations detected in surface soils at the AJRW location, for
example, would require reporting under the MCP, and would likely require remediation to meet
the MCP’s allowable incremental cancer risk limit of 10 in a million. For consistency, if EPA
determines that areas meet acceptable risk limits (and therefore do not require remediation), and
DEP concurs with this finding, then some mechanism must be put in place to protect landowners
from potential remedial actions under the MCP. Normally, deed restrictions (in the form of
Activity and Use Limitations under the MCP) would be used for this purpose. Deed restrictions
may not be practical for all reaches of the Aberjona River. Some mechanism, however, shouid
be put in place as part of EPA’s plans (e.g., provisions within town bylaws to restrict
development within the Aberjona River floodplain).
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Additionally, areas flooded by the Aberjona River extend well beyond the current 100-year flood
plain delineation, which is widely known to be out of date. Significant flow restrictions on the
river have changed its flooding characteristics, and these characteristics may change again if (as
proposed) communities such as Winchester take measures to mitigate flooding. The definition of
the study area should be modified to reflect the latest available flood plain delineation, even if in
draft form (assuming federal agencies cooperate with each other, EPA should be able to get draft
delineations from FEMA). Coincidence of the study area with the flood plain is important
because it represents the area potentially affected by contamination from the Industri-Plex site.
Even should EPA choose not to conduct additional sampling (which we consider inadequate),
knowledge of the study area might be important to future landowners should they discover
elevated levels of arsenic and other site-related contaminants at their properties. As described
above, levels of arsenic in soil that EPA considers safe under any conditions (per their risk
criteria) trigger reporting and investigation requirements under the MCP.

Alternative HBHA-4 involves significant physical disturbance of the Halls Brook Holding Area
(HBHA) pond, which raises a concern about whether the existing chemical stratification and the
predominant redox chemistry of the pond can be maimtained

The Natural Attenuation Study (Ford, 2004) provides a conceptual model for the geochemical
mechanisms at work in the pond environment, outlining a relatively complex suite of reactions
between groundwater that discharges to the pond and the water of the pond itself. There is
uricertainty as to which reactions control the sequestering and release of arsenic in particular,
although monitoring data seem to support the presence of a relatively stable chemical
environment, as long as stormwater impacts are not too great. It is possible that large-scale
disturbance of the pond during and afier implementation of the construction and dredging
measures proposed in HBHA-4 could also upset the balance of reactions currently taking place to
limit the discharge of contaminants from the pond. If this alternative is implemented, measures
must be designed to prevent turnover of the chemocline as a result of construction work. Ata
minimum, frequent and carefil monitoring of principal water quality parameters and the redox
chemistry in the pond must be undertaken during implementation to ensure that favorable
conditions for the sequestering of arsenic are not upset.

The Proposed Plan suggests that EPA’s proposed Alternative GW-2 for groundwater, when
combined with HBHA-4, “also controls the downstream migration of contaminated groundwater
by intercepting it at the northern portion of the HBHA pond” — however, the cofferdam will not
intercept arsenic in groundwater discharging directly to the south basin.

Sampling data from certain groundwater monitoring points installed near the northeastern shore
of the HBHA pond indicate high concentrations of arsenic and benzene at depths that are below
the elevation of the bottom of the pond. This sugg